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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC'NON

’ AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 9 and 63
[AD-FRL-4732-8] .

RIN 2060-AC27 A

National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Alr Pollutants for Source

Categories: Perchloroethylene Dry
Cleaning Facilities - -

AGENCY: Envnonmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: National emission standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP)
for perchlorosthylene (PCE) dry
cleaning facilities were proposed in the
Federal Register on December 9, 1891
(56 FR 64382). A notice of availability
of new information on control of PCE
emissions during clothing transfer at dry
cleaning facxliues that use transfer. dry
cleaning machines was published on
QOctober 1, 1992 (57 FR 45363). This
action promulgates national emission
standards for PCE dry cleaning facilities.
These standards implement section 112
of the Clean Afr Act (Act) and are based
on the Administrator’s determination
that PCE is a hazardous air pollutant
(HAP) and that emissions, ambient
concentrations, bicaccumulation, or
deposition of PCE are known to.cause or
may reasonably be anticipated to cause
adverse effects to human alth or the
environment, . -

The intended effect of this NESHAP is
to require all new and existing major
sourcs dry cleaning facilities (emitting
or with the potential to emit greater than
9.1 megagrams (Mg) [10 tons] per year
-of PCE) to control emissions to the level
of the maximum achievable control * -

technology (MACT), as specified in ...

section 112 of the Act.

The intended effect of this NESHAP is

also to require all new and existing area
source dry-cleaning facilities (emitting
‘or with the potential to emit 9.1 Mg {10
tons] per year or less of PCE) to control
PCE emissians to the level achieved by
generally available control technologies
_ (GACT) or management practices.
EFFECTIVE DATE: September 22, 1993.
Judicial Review. Under section
307(b)(1) of the Act, judicial review of
the actions taken by this noticeis
available only by filing a petition for
" review in the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia Circuit within.
60 days of today's publication of this
rule. Under section 307(b){(2) of the Act,
the requirements that are the subject of
today 8 notice may not be challenged
later in civil or-criminal proceedings

brought by the EPAto enforce these
requirements. -

" ADDRESSES: Background Informaﬁon

Document. The ba
document (BID) for the promulgated - - -

standards may be obtained from the U.S
EPA Library (MD-35), Research Triangle

Park, North Carolina 27711, telephione

- number (919) 541-2777. Please refer ta '

*“Dry Cleaning Famhhes—-Background
Information for Promulgated .

.,~4

*Standards,” EPA—450/3-91—020b Thc :

BID contains: (1) A 7 of: the |

public comments made on. e mposed
" NESHAP and the netice of av

llity
of new information and the: -, -
Administrator’s response to the

- comments; (2) a summary of the chaxmges

made to the NESHAP since proposal;.

_ and (3) the final Environmental Impact L Summm.y

Statement, which summanzes the A
impacts of the standards.

Docket. Docket No. A—Bﬂ—ll. "" . " and Existing Soumes—Selecﬁon of MACT or

containing information considered by~

the EPA in davelopmant ofthe. ;7m0
promulgated standards, is available for ..
public inspection between 8:30 an. and

3:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,

ckground information

"~ 5251, Standards Development Branch,

Emission Standards Division (MD—‘IS).
U.S. Environmental Protection ‘Agency,
Research Tnangle Park. Nodh Camlma '
27711.. . )

SUPPLEMENT ARY INFORMATION‘ The

‘following outline is provided to aid in

reading thie preamble to the ﬁnal rule

L' Background

~A. List of Categories and Subcategones L

714 B, Source of Authority for National :
S EmissxonStandardsforHazardous Au' S
>~ _Pollutants . -

C. Criteria for Davelopment of Natmna{ g

. Bmisslon Standards for Hamrdons Air
7, Pollutants

- D, Categorimtionl Subcategoﬁmtion. ,
Determining Maximum Achievable Control
Téchnology “Floors' for NESHAP

- E. Historical Development of the Standards

y of Pmmulgated Standards
B. Selection of Basis of Standards for New .

GACT
-G Selaction of Format for the Final Rule
-~ID; Summary of Changes Siice Proposal

- E. Potential to Emit

m.SummaryofEnvimnmental Energy and - i

axcludmg Federal holidaysg, at the EPA& Economic Impacts

Air Docket (LE-131), Watamdo Mall,: -

room M1500, 1st Floor, U.S. 2 f
. Environmental PmtectinnAgency

"M Street SW., W
- reasonabls fee mny he charged for .

# 401

Pubbc Meetmg. As dxscussed.in morc
‘detail at the end of this preamble, in

order to gain additional undarstandmg

of indoor gir pollution, ground water-
contamination and solic

generation resulting from' dry cleamlig

‘facilities, the EPA will convene & public_

meeting at a place and time ta be -

- ‘ennounced. Information also will be L
“sought on the environmental impacts

“associated with the operation of
. wastewater evaporators. The' objecnve o£

this public mesting will be to gather

~information on the magnitade of these ..
- problems, as'well as patenﬁal snluuons ’

- 3;’ Lnackgmund

to these problems.- . - :
Indwlguals wishing to find i out the

date and location of the miseting orto ~

speak at this public meeting should-

contact Ms. Julia Stevens at (919} 541;

5578 by October 22, 1993. Individuals

wishing to submit written comments in
lieu of attending this public meeting

should forward their comments by -
November 22, 1993 to: Mr. Biuce .
Jordan, Director; Emission ‘Standards .
Division (MD-13); Environmental .

Protection Agency, Rasearch 'I’nangle j'..'

Park, NC27711. -

FOR FURTHER INFOHMATION OONTACT‘ For
information concerning the standards,
contact Mr. George Smith at (919) 541— -
1549 or Mr. Fred Porter at (919) 541~

DC 20460..A

wastd. " ‘

e e el

A.AﬁectadFamli_ti_es L

-+ B-Afr Impacts s R
- C; Water, Solid Waste, Noise and

Radiation Impacts

. D. Energy Impacts

E Cost Impacts

:: -...F Economic Impacts

W Pubhc Parhcipation ..

1gniﬁcant Comments and Changes to the
Pmposod Standards -

- A. Regulatory Appmach
- B: Emigsion Control .
.C. Monitoring and Bquivalency

D. Other Issues and Follow-up to Today s

"Aclmn

VL Admﬁxstratwe Requxrements A

A. Docket -

B. Paperwork Raducﬁon Act

C. Executive Order 12291

‘B. Regulatory Flmu’bxhty Act
- ‘B Miscellaneous R

A List of Categories and Subcategones 4

'l‘he Act requires, under section 12,
that the EPA evaluate and control
. emissions of HAP's. The control of
" HAP's is achieved through
promulgation of emission standards :
under sections 112(d) and 112(f) for

- : categories of sources that emit HAP's.

- Seéction 112(c)(3) directsthe . -
; Administrator to list each category or
subcategory of area sources which the

' _Administrator finds “presents a threat of

"“adverse effects to human health or the
. environment.” Section 112(c)(3) also
_directs the Administrator to list. wnhm
5 years “sufficient categories or



¢
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‘stnngent than new source standards but

could be no less stringent than the

- average emission limitation achieved by

 standards which provide for the use of |

the best performing 12 percent of the
existing sources (excluding cértaiin
sources) for categories and subcategories
with 30 or more squrces or the best

performing § sources for categones or- -
- different levels of emissions control or

different levels of applicability or both) -

- are then evaluated to determine the-
- most plausible regulatory alternative to -

subcategories with fewer than 30 -
sources (section 112(d)(3) of the Act).

Once thefloor has been determined
for new or-existing sources fora .
category or subcategory, the

Administrator must set MACT standards

" that are no less stringent than the floor.

Such standards must then be met by all
sources within the category or
subcategory. However, in establishing
the standards, the Administrator may
distinguish among classes, types, and _
sizes of sources within a category or
subcategory (section 112(d)(1) of-the
Act). Thus, for example, the
Administrator could establish two

- classes of sources within a catego

subcategory based on size and estal hsh

.a different emission standard for each

class, provided both standards are at

least as ent as the MACT floor.
In addition, the Act provides the

Administrator further flexibility to

MACT standards under section 112(d).
the Administrator may promulgate

- “generally available control -

-Area source stan

technologies or manageinent. ractices. -
promulgated

“under this authority (GACT. standards)

3

would not be subject to the MACT
“floors™ described abave. Mareover, for

" source categories subject to standards -

promulgated under section 112(d)(5),

", '~ the EPA is not requirad to conduct a
o resxdual risk analysls under sectxon

© 12,

v At tha end of the data gathenng and -

V analysis, the EPA must decide whether -

it is more appropriate to follow the
As

‘major sources. If all orsome portion of .

_ the sources emits less than 8.1 Mg/yr . -+
- " (10 tpy) of any one HAP (or less than -
a2y Mggyr {25 tpy) of total HAP’s), then -
_ it may o
B 'subcataglones within the source category

appropriate to define

and apply a combination MACT/GACT

- " approach, MACT for major soirrces and -

- "or GACT stan

'GACT for area sources. In other cases, .
_-it may be approjriate to regulate both 1
" major and area sources in a'source” - .

) eategory under MACT. ... .-~

in estblishing a MACT
d is the. inveshgaﬁon of .
regulatory alternatives..With MACT ..

The next ste

* standards, only alternatives at least as.

" secondary

impacts, energy impacts, and other- -

. - environmental impacts. The ob]ective is-~
* to achieve the maximum degree of

regulate area sources: Section 112(d)(5) -

" provides that in liéu of estdblishing

" regulation. The regulation unplemenﬁng
. the MACT or GACT decision typically

" demonstration, momtormg e
--and recordkeaping. The preamble tothe -

- proposed.
exp anation of the rationale for the-
- decision. The public is invited to

:. comment on

cleaners under the authority of section

(50 FR 52880), the EPA published a
~Notice of Intent to List PCEasa- . - -
.-a«vpotentially toxie air pollirtant to.be -.0" -
«.. regulated under section’112 ofthe Act'
_and solicited information op-thie- '

stringent as the floor may be consxderéd_:
Information about the ifidustry is '
analyzed to develop model plant -
populations for projecting national .

> rhelfﬂcts. including HAP emission ": an

uction levels, costs, energy, and -
impacts. Several re tory
alternative levels (which may be

feﬂelct the appropnate MACT or GACI‘
ovel. - -

The regulatory altematives fornew -
versus existing sources may. be different,
and separate regulatory decismns must
be made for new and $0Urces.
For both source types, the selected

- alternative may be more stringent than

the MACT floor. However, the control
level selected must be technically

alternative to represent MACT or GACT
the EPA considers the achievable - -
mducuon in emissions of HAP’s (and
possibly other pollutants-that are co-
controlYed , the cost and economic -

i

‘emission reduction withaut - =y
: unmasonable econoxmc_or other

,(

im

-t
&

acts.
then translated into a proposed- *-

includes sections of a Dghcablhty.
standards, test methods.and comphanoe
rting,

tion providesan - -

e proposed regulation
during the public comment period.
Based on an evaluation of these -~
comments, the EPA reachesa final .

' -+ decision and pronmlgates the NESHAP. |
. MACT or the GACT approach for . - ; -
" regulating an area source category.

. " . E. Historical DeveIopment of the e
" stated previously, MACT is. required for

Standards s .
.On November 25. 1980 (45 FR 78174).
,_the EPA proposed new source =
- performance standards (NSPS) to hmxt
.emissions of volatile organic- < * ~
. compounds (VOC's) fromnew, - .=~

" modified, and reconstructed PCE dfy
111 of the Act. On December 26; 1985

_potential ‘carcinogenicity of PCE..- -
- Perchloroethylene isthe predommant

chemical and physical properties which
make it the most desirable solvent

- availablé for the dry cleaning of fabrics:
*Information was also requestedon - -
-applicable emission control equipment
" and the associated lavel of control

- achxevable

-'Subsequent to the EPA's issuance of

‘the 1980 proposed rule and to the EPA’s
‘Notice of Intent to List and possible -
. “regulation of PCE emissions from dry

.- cleaners under section 112, a-private

citizenis group from QOregon, Francis P,

~ Cook, et al., brought suit againstthe -~ "~
Administratar of the EPA to compel him

to issue a final rule regulating ¢ emissions
from PCE dry cleaners underthe - -

* authority of section 111 of the Act. Thé
- EPA and plaintiffs negotiated a :

sottlement of the lawsuit whereby the -
EPA agreed to enter into a Consent - -

". Decres. The U. S. District Court for the -
achievable. In selecting a regulatory - - - 2 or the -

District of Oregon entered the Consent -
Decree on March 16, 1990, (Cook v. .

~ Reilly, No. 89630 7E (D. Ore}). In the
Consent Decree, the EPA Administrator

" "agreed to sign proposed NESHAP for

PCE dry cleaning facilities within 1 year

“ and ‘promulgaté the standards within 2

.. years following enactment of the new

. amendments to the Act. In accordance
- 'with thie Consent Decree, on November -
= -+15, 1991, the Administrator; William K °

6 selectod resul tory altemauve is Relly, signed the proposed rulemaking. -

That notice appeared in the Federal -

. Register on December g, 1991. (56 FR

. 64382) el

»"~In that noﬁoa. the EPA proposed to

: reguldte PCE emissions from dry .-
“cleaners under authonty of section 112

" of the Act because PCE is included on

thehstofHAPsfoundmsechon

112(b) .
A notice. announcmg the thhdrawal

" “of the proposed NSPS for regulating .

VOC emissions from PCE dry cleaners

- . ‘under section 111 was alsa published at
- -that timie (56 FR 64382). The Consent

- Decree was amended twice to provide
- "thie EPA additional time to complete i

.- this action, with the current decree -
‘requiring the Administrator to sign a -

final rulemaking notice not later than

;' September 13, 1991. Thisaction .. -
'oomrletes the EPA’S obligations t& take

atory-action iri comphance thh

- the Consent

N Il.Summary . .
A Summmyof Pmmu]gated Standards

The standards being promulgated

¢ today will reduce emissions of PCE from .
- new.and existing d&y cleaningfacilities

© in the industrial'and commercial sectors
~of the dry cleaning ind

Com-

operatéd dry cleaning machines are _ -

e exempt. from the standards. The.
--solvent used in dry cleaning. It-has -’ -

reqmrements of the. standards are.
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condenser s required to monitor and
record the temperature-on both the inlet
side and the outlet side of the
refrigerated condenser once per wesk.
The owner or operator of each existing
dry cleaning m e uging an existing
carbon adserber for process vent
coutrol, which was installed prior to
-today,.or each new major source dry-to-
dry machine using a supplemental
carbon adsorber to control PCE
remaining in the machine drum, is
required to monitar the concentration of
PCE in the carbon adsorber exhaust
outlet once per week.

All owners or operators of dry
cleaning facilities are.subject ta
pollution reduction requirements for all
dry cleaning machines ss wellas
auxiliary equipment (such as emission
control devices, pumps, filters, muck
coakers, stills, solvent tanks, solvent -
c(‘ﬁntaimaxs‘i water separators, <{iiverter
valves, and interconnecting piping,
hoses, and ducts}. To prevent liquid and
vapor leaks from these sources; & weekly
leak detection and repair program is
- required at all facilities except existing
facilities with annual receipts less than
$75,000, where biweekly leak detection
and repair is 'All leaks
lx:il.aemc:ted must be recorded in a log, must

va their necessary repair parts.
ordered, and must be:repaired within 5
working days of receiving the necessary
part. Storage of waste containing PCE in
tightly sealed containers is also required:
tore PCE emissiona before

sal. Qwn f all :
dispo ers.or operators of al dry inclnde dacamentation ot the votmmoof to promulgate the final

‘ -:;‘PCEpumhasadmcﬁmqntﬁ,maﬂtsand
- calculations of the yearly PCE
for .

cleaning facilities must maintain -

monthly records of PCE consumption,

- based om purchase receipts. Each

. txixlunth . the anmmlP(‘gmmmnm
e preceding 12 months must

- calculated and recardsd.

be

{‘n xind ﬂpeunty f all drg cleaning

.desi, o

" ma atthe ﬁmhty annual famlity

PCE conmmpﬁon and, where

appropriate, the type of emission
contral device to be tised ta acliisve

ggfﬁmﬁ foraach cint:;u.:hme at the

: machtxy;e that cmnmancad.cmat?udion

s g el

. prop

"NESHAP),

prevention end

reporting requireruents starting 60 day& ;

from mdny.mmﬁngmmhim
_comply with othex:

"~ 36 months.of todey's
machina for

new dry cleaning

. construcion anoraﬂs:
‘Decembu&lﬁﬁt.nnnucbhw '
i mplimwiththi&mhupon startup.

. within 36 months. following taday’s

) and w

- made available for upen
request.ownemandapamtmofaﬂdry

’ manusls foralk
_ oparahng operating man Mdrychaﬁng

ggﬁaying—md - amissmnconm}.hchmlogymybe:

e thhin
‘ ‘appme&bytbsﬁdmhﬁdntnnm
. EPA notes that & dry cleener conld, by

that was constructed after December 9,
1991, but prior to today’s date may
comply immediately with the final rule
or comply with section 112(i)(2) of the
Act (Sectmn 112(3)(2) allows qualifying
new sources 3. years from promulgation
ta comply with the fimakrule; ifthey

comply with the proposed rule in the

respansible offciat ortiying o
responsible offici t
complianca is. bein; achieved is

mqmredaodaysfo the data of

Ifa dry cleamng ﬁlcihty that imﬁally
met the requirements for-an area source
exceeds the PCE consumption level for
an area source-and becomes & major-
sourcs, that dry cleaning facility is
required to achieve compliance with the
requirements for a major source by 180
days from the date that the PCE =~ -
consumption: Ievel is exceeded, ar.

e datmgﬁcﬂity -
an exis ‘
initially belomg thelowsolvent ~ .
consumption exemption level for an
existing area source exceeds this low

solvent consumption exemption level,

that dry cleaning facility is required to
achieve compliance with the process-
vent requirements for an area source -
abov& the low solvent consumption: -
mption level by 180G days from: ths

the PCE consumption level is -
: excaedad, or within 36 manths -
: followmgtoday’tdateiwhichnm dﬂt&

is later. . -
’l‘harecordbapingmquknmen!s

consumption as determined each. )
month. results of weekly or hiweekly
dandva por [eak fnspectians: -
pmmuluof
contm dawic&mmﬂormg

- (refngamted condenser cutlet:
" tem;

peraturs, oznﬁ-igmdcm&anser
inlet and outlet temperatures, orcatbon'

"adsorbermchausl concentration). AlE -

records mustberataina&fazSym-smd
o

gfamlniesmmtrdmnmha
copy of the design

" Equivalent pollution o«

used to-echieve with the

replacing with other

perchiorosthyiene
cl if swsilsble, be
eaning agents: exsmpt

fmm procass vm«:mdx

 theFederal

. machines. Twa dry

NESHAPAntksma&vestmdardm

" be appraved  the-section llzﬂ)
approval process it the State meets:

-certain requirements as discussed in

more detail in section V. This
fnformatforr includes diagrams;

“docnmentation of emission -

.quantification; salvent mileaga
-~ information; identification of

maintenance and monitoring
Tequiremants to ensure proper .
operatian; an explanation of why the
data g emission control fs -
accurata and representativa of bathr
short and long term performance;an
explanation of why the information
supplied can be extrapolated to dry
cleaning systems other than the specific
systems examined; and documsntation

* of cross-media (water, solid waste)

impacts. Upon approval the .
Administratar pubhsh a notic&tn

ers sub]ect to today’s-rule

lhggdbe aware of & separate rule
. knownuths"ganmalm

general provisions, which-were

N "—pmpoae& in the Federal Regxsﬁnrcm;

Augnstu.msa (58 FR 42760}, are.
gens: thet sources - -
suh]ect to section 112 standards must -
meet. Among other things, the propased
: gemeral pravisions rule containsa - -
g‘xocedmeformdahng somatoapp!y
a one-year complianea extensi

- preconstruction remewraqmrementsfor
- major-sources,.and definitions of terms
- that will be-used in many or all sectionr
112 standsrds. Fhe EPA: cnn'entlyphns

pmvisiominMamh 1994.

- B, Selection af ‘Basis of &anclards for
:New and KznsﬁngSaumes—Se[ectmn af
.-MACT or GACT . 2

As prescribed by secﬁon 112(0)61}-
- promulgation of these standards was
pxem&edhy the development and
sy
caf es
mt;g:::s emitting any of the
' HAPg listad in.section 11201} of the
- Act-An initisf list of such categories
\mdamm(c)un was
-in the'Federal. on
July 16, 1892 (52 FR 31576k1‘hm
source categories wera wera incinded on this
list. (1) Commercial dxy cleaning
}—transfarmachinos:

. categories-were fmhxdadon thfs Hst- €1}
Gommarc&! cleaning -
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(perchloroathylene -t
machines, The Administrator found tha
these categories present “a threat of
adverse effects to human health or the-
environment.” < .

" As described above, the dry cleaning
industry subject to the NESHAPis. ..
subcategorized into major and area
snumeﬁ-y cleaners. The dry cleaning
industry is also subcategorized inta
industrial and commercial sectors. All
industrial dry cleaners are major ...

i

sources. Commercial dry cleaners can be

either major or area sources. The dry. .
cleaning industry is farther . = .
subcategorized into dry-to-dry and
transfer machines. Although two
subcategories of coin-operation dry-to-
dry machines (plant and self-service)
were included in the preliminary source
category list published June 21;1991 {56
FR 28548), these two subcategories were
deleted from the final source category
list published July 16, 1992 (57 FR -
31576). These two subcategories are
exempt from this final NESHAP,

There were no differences in the types
of control technologies identified for the

. subcategories of industrial and

commercial dry cleaners; however,
differénces in control technologies were
_identified between major and area -
sources, and dry-to-dry and transfer
machines. These differences were used
in determining thé requirements of the
™ Fhe rule roqiires new and
e rule requires new and existing
dry-to-dry machines, and transfer -
machine dryers, that are controlled with
refrigerated condensers to be closed-
'loop—in other wards, tha gas-vapor
_ mixture within the machine cannot be
vented to the atmosphere while the dry
cleaning machine drum is rotating. -
Although the refrigerated condenser can

.. beexternal or internal, the gas-vapor -
. stredm must be routedbackto(or - -

contained within) the machineina

o venting to the atmosphere, This ensures -
that the gas-vapor stream passes’ -

multiple times through the reﬁigemfed

condenser and that high control
efficiency can be achieved. The EPA
wishes to emphasiza that the rule does

. not prohibit fan-and-vent systems which

_ operate when the machine door is open
to reduce worker exposure ta PCE '
vapors left inside the drum at the end
of the drying cycle. - :
"The selection of the standards for this
NESHAP based upon the ) :

subcategorization of the dry cleaning -

" industry discussed above is summarized
as follows, - ' R
1. Major Sources . - A

Section 112 of the Act defines a major
~ source as any statiohary source that

. may be
-new sources; however, standards for

- .dry-to-dry machines, and proposed to.

. feasible as methods of control.
. - The emissions remaining in a

emits 9.1 Mg/yr (10 tpy) or more of any
one HAP or 22.7 Mg/yr (25:tpy) or more
of total HAP's, The Act states that new

- major.sources must achieve the MACT,

which is the level of emission control

.already achieved in practice bythe best
.controlled similar source. The Act

further staet:ls ftémt emission sitandards
promulgat T existing major sources
stringent than standards for

existing major sources must not be less
stringent than the average level of. .
emission reduction achieved by the

average of the best performing 12

. percent of the existirig major sources.

.. For new major dry cleaning facilities,

- the only significant factor for

dete: similarity in sources is the
type of e used. Two basic types
of machines are used in the dry cleaning
industry: g%-to‘dry machines and
transfer ines. For dry-to-dry

machines, it has been demonstrated that

. the maximum degree of PCE emission -

reduction from machine vents and -

"exhausts can be achieved by installing

a refrigerated condenser.

- At proposal, the EPA believed the
performance of carbon adsorbers to be
equal to that of refrigerated condensers
when used to control emissions from

allow major source dry-to-dry machines

_ to install either control dévice. -

Following proposal, however, new

.. information was provided to the EPA
-from a survey of dry cleaners in

California, which disputes these "
conclusions. A more detailed discussion
of this finding is presented in section
VB.. . .. .. .
- The use of a refrigerated condenser
and small carbon adsorber together is

.considered MACT for new source dry-
to-dry machines. At-present, both of
.- these control devices are used widely in

closed-loop configuration, without -~ . -+ the dry cleaning industry. They are

réadily available and economically

conventional dry-to-dry machine,
controlled with a refrigerated

- condenser, at the end of the dry
-cleaning cycle can be further controlled

by drawing the air remaining in the
machine through a small carbon
adsorber either befors the door to the -

.- machine is opened or venting the air
i- through a carbon adsorber to the
- atmosphere as the door is opened.

Information was'made available to the
EPA after proposal indicating that
several conventional vented dry-to-dry

. -machines equipped with refrigerated

condensers currently operate in this
manner (i.e., the air remaining in the

~machine at the end of the dry cleaning-

- " dryer. Such aTequirement effectively

cycle is vented to a carbon adsorber as - -
the door to the machine ig opened). - -
Use of a carbon adso:barufg: process
vent control represents the MACT floor
for existing dry-to-dry machines because
this is the average level of emission - -
- -reduction achisved by oth}e' best-
rming 12 percent of existing major
_sources. In conside whether%o !
require controls-above this floor, EPA
distinguished between classes of . .
- machines, As noted earlier,the. - = ..

. - maximum achieveble control - -

technology for existing uncontrolled

. dry-to-dry machines is refrigerated

: .oondensedm.r?y However, cthmCT for - .

" existing dry-to-dry machines equipped

prior to promulgation with q::arbcmpp :
adsorbers is either a refrigerated -
condenser or a carbon adsorber. The
final rule does not require the ’

- replacement of these carbon adsorbers

with refrigerated condensers. The

 ~ Administrator could not conclude, |

based on currently available :
information, that requiring replacement
of a well-operated carbon adsorber with
a refrigerated condenser was justified.
. For transfer machine systems located
at a major source, the NESHAP must be
based on MACT. The Act states that
~MACT for new sources must be no less

- - gtringent than the best controlled

similar source. The MACT may be more
stringent, however, if the Administrator
-believes the balance between the -
additional economic, energy, and
" environmental impacts of a more
stringent re ment is reasonable. A
transfer m o system with a
refrigerated condenser and a room
enclosure represents the best controlled
- similar source. The only option more |
" stringent than a transfer machine system
‘with a room enclosure is a new dry-to-
machine, ;7 T T :
, -to-dry machines provide :
_complete control of clothing transfer

", emissions (i.e., emissions released by

-transfer of clothing from the washer to

‘the dryer of a transfer machine system).
Dry-to-dry machines eliminate these
emissions by eliminating the nead to

.transfer clothing from a washer to a
dryer (achieving 100 percent reduction
of clothing transfer emissions).. = - .-

The MACT for new tranisfer machine

systems located at a major source is
based upon the use of dry-to-dry
machines, thereby requiring new major
source transfer machine systems to
eliminste all emissions from clothing
transfér between the washer and the

- bans-or prohibits new transfer machine -
systems because no techniology has been
identified to date (including the use of ~
hamper enclosures or room enclosures)
that could be added to a new transfer
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machine-system to totally-eliminate alt
PCE emissions from clo transfer. A
mora detailed discussion of this finding

:m VB‘mﬁr .

or major source

machine systems, it has been ,
demonstrated that the maximum degree
of PCE emission reduction fram. . - -
machine vents end exhausts can be
achieved by installing & refrigerated
condenser. At proposal, tha EPA. :
believed carhon: agsmbem outperfarmed
reﬁ;g:;atad mndansmmd onposedmnsﬁar
ma: @ systems pro ta
require carbon adsarbers an
uncontrolled transfer machine gystems..
Following proposal, however, new -
information was provided ta the EPA.
from a survey of dry cleanars in
California, which disputes these

conclusions. A mare detailed discussiori

of this fmdmg mpresantedinsacﬁom
V.B,

Use of & carbon adsorberfor
vent control represents the MACT ﬂoor
for existing transfar because -
this is the average level of emissiarr
reduction achieved by the best- .

_performing 12 percent of existing major

sources. In considering whether ta
require controls above this floar, the-

-EPAdmhngmshedbetwmclasmaf A

’

technology for existing uncontrolled -

machmes. .&snoted earlior, tha .

transfer machines is rafrigarated
condensers. However, MACT for

: exxstmg transfer maclnmeqmppade.

priorto with carban
adsorbers is either a refiigerated .
condenser or & carbon adsarber.. 'Ilh.e .
final rule does nat require the - .
replacement of these carban’ adsorbers

-with refrigerated candensers. The

Admmlstratm: could not conclude,
based on currently available .

mformahon,thatreqmdng replaoamen

d vent the
gitive PCE emissians from clothing

transfer between the washer and the

dryer at transfer machine systems toa
carbon adsorber. Sinca clothing transfar
emissions are & significant portion of

- overall transfer machine

system ;
~emissions, control of these through &

. room enclosure would achisve.
_additional emission reductions. Section

"V pravides a mare detailed discussion

. of thesa control devices.

. - considered in de

2. Area Sources

Section 112 of tha-&ctdaﬂ'nwan area’
soirce as any stationary source of HAF's

that fs mot a major source. Based on this °
" definitfon, a dry cleaning -that.

emits less than 9.1 Mg/yr-(10 tpy] of any .

one HAP would be considared an drea.

source. In section TTZ(A)(5]. the Act °

. further states that the Administrator: ~

" .may elect to promulgate a standiird’ ~

based on GACT or management

practices ta control HAP emissions fram.

area sources instead of applying the. "
MA

CT.

Section llzfcl(arm@ﬁ-es a “fndin
of a threat of adverse effacts to human& _
health or the environment (by such. -
sources individually or ir the aggregate
wananﬁngregulation) frorderts .
regulate area sources under NESHAP.
The large numher of area sturca dry -

cleaning facilities nationwide emit, ir

aggregate, & significant mount:ofPCK
_emissions and, therefore; have the

otential to have macfvmaﬂ'mtou '_

health and the environment
Unlike MACT, o
is required for GACT:
economie impacts, and the technical -
capabilities of dry demmg;ﬁmﬁty
‘owners and operatersto gperate -~ &

- emission contrel may
GACT. For

the most part, the th’moIogyme&tu'
achieve the levef of emisstorr controf - .
. determined to achieve MACT is also

“ﬁaur“

usedwi&afyhymsomdrycfemg comphmﬂec&nsethamstof e .-

facilities and cuuldbe cmmdere& o
The GACT appmach canbel’m o

'stnngentthan MACT and ean consider

. costs and economic impacts. At.
- proposal, GACT for alt area sources,

. except for existing refri
oondmserconﬁoﬂedtmnskmcbines.

- was determined to bethe use of either

“a refrigerated condenser ora catborr -
‘ adsorber.

Subsequent te propesat, the
“EPA learned that carbon adsorbers may
not be operated as well as refrigerated
oondensers.Basad on this finding, alf
“‘new and existing uncontrolled aree
sources are required to instal} :
refrigerated condensers. forpmeesswnt

* control. However; the Administrator

ﬁf;ermmed that, based on: ansﬁnig ,
ormation, & ent toreplace
-axisting mbonm?lmbemwith
refrigerated condensears is-not fustified
at this time. No:new transfer machines:

_ Based o the results of further are allowed. These requirements were
. . analysis, it was considered reasonablete determined to be reascnable foreree
go bayond the flaorto requireroom: ©  sources and are identical: to MACT
enclosures. for fugitive emission; control raqui:rement&'l‘hsli?& determined that
in addition ta refrigerated condensers  thie economic impacts:of requiring the
for process vent control for transfor owner oF operator of @ new- area sgurce
- machine systemslocamdet&mjor dry-to-dxymzchinstnimna

source. - plamental

m e _1.-..,‘-.'

. permdfcparﬁomanmtasﬁnghy

" PCE emissions int the dry cl

" machine-drum is not reasut::g;ln:g -

thatt!:-;m:ﬂntrmA fmp orofm@fﬁned‘g “
omic fmpacts

- the owner or aperator of an existing area

source 6 system to

_ install a room enclosure to capture

" transfor emissians are unreasonable.

- Additfonal discussion of these findings

- is presented in section V. -

- Therefare, GACT for area sourcss.

* would be identical ta MACT for major

sources.except that the owneror -

- opemtarofanewdrytad:ymacmne‘ g

would not be toinstalle -

- supplemental carban adsorber and the
owner or operator of an existing transfer
mactiine system would not be required

--to install a room enclosure.
i G.Setadmn ofl"armatfattbel-‘inatﬂu{e

quipment Ethausfs and_Venta.

-_PCE allow io: somsa flxihility in

- complying witk:the standards because
any control technique may be used if it

achism thelavel of annmmchmdm

represented by the standards: An

emxssionhnntnhmﬁmnatcmﬂ&bee :

- concentration kimit, a percent reduction

level. or-&mass emissiogprate Hmit. - . .
Boththsmnnantmhmlmntmdthg

the.

owner or operator to demonstrate that

.the dry dsaning facility is.achisving

an owner to conducteven &

singlepanndm tastis . -
- * expensive: ($3,000 to $5,000) compared -
. to thercustof control equipment ($6,000° -
~to $8.000}, ilwmlldbeecononneany: :
umeasonableto require either of these
nmamssmu hmtformatsfur tﬁasa
standards. :°

A massemission hmxt format would
placa a limit on the total consum:

ption
. .of HAP per unit of articles cleaned, also:

" known as *solvent mileage.”” Some:
- members of the dry cleaning industry
.use the “solvent mileage;” method ta.
compute ‘the pounds of articles that can
- be cleamed per drum of solvent. Toe -
‘determine “solvent mileage,” & record: of
gallons of solvent bought and ameunt of
dothas cleaned wanld have to be kept.
" -However; the amount of recordkeeping:
. necessary ta compute salvent mileage ta
"comply with this type of format {(such as
el&.lng ‘each load of clothes priorta
- cleaning-and tracking the amount ef —
_‘solvent consumed) would be
" burdensome fora small facility owner or
‘operator,
In addition to bamg impmctmal and
an economic burden on dry clesner -
. OwWners or operatars to measure:

carbon: adserber to cuntm! emissions orto compute solvent mileage
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for these sources, it would be difficult
to enforce emission standards at several
thousand dry-cleaning facilities across
the country, ensuring that each dry
cleaner is achieving the emission - -
standards. Far these reasans, as .
authorized under section 112(h), an
equipment standard requiring the use of
a refrigerated condenser, or an: _
equivalent control device was selected
to limit emissians from thesa saurces.
‘2. Equipment Leaks.

Based on dry cleaning machine test
data, as much as 25 percent of the PCE
emissions from an uncontrolled dry
cleaning facility can be attributed to
leaks from the dry cleaning equipment.
Two possible formats for a standard ta
control these leaks are an smission limit
standard or a work practice standard
under section 112(h). -

To ire an emission limit for a leak
stan
to ba enclosed so that the actual
emission rate could be measured.
Beceuse this procedure would be
impractical on the many potential leak
sources on dry ¢ ing equipment, an
emission limit format is not the
preferred format for leaks..- _ :

Because control of fugitive squipment
- leaks requires maintenance of the dry
cleaning equipment, the EPA is
proposing a work practice witha~™ -

. program to detect and repair leaks as the
ogical fto;mab The work wo

specify the inspection time interv.

and an inspection method to locate the

- leaks, and would limit the time period

. -, allowed to perform the reqiiired
‘maintenance and repairs.

' 'I‘_h:;Eroposod
-inspection method requires onlya -
- quantitative determination of the :

.. detector). Although the effectiveness of

-.. - this work practice cannot be quantified
- - - precisely, the EPA believes it would . -

result in a substantial reduction of
- fugitive emissions. The work practice
- format has been selected for the '

g;z[a)osed equipment leak standard

- - .because less time is required for

.. demonstrating compliance, end the

- recordkeeping and economic impacts

- associated with this format are not

-burdensome. ’

D. Summary.of Changes Since Propasal
Since proposal; several changes have
been made to the regulstion. The
changes affect new and existing dry
cleaning machines located at major and
- area sources. At propaosal, owners or
- aperatars of new dry-ta-dry machines
- located at major or area sources were
given a choice of installing carhon
adsorbers or refrigerated condensers as

d, the leak sourceswould need .

_ controlled machines that already have a
practice. would _
. required to install a refrigerated = - ~

- ma]or SOUTICes were

» * existing uncontrolled transfer machine
- presence of a leak (i.e., visual or use of ~_ 8yst

": a portable halogenatéd-hydrocarbon  ~ ~ “‘Tequired to install refrigerated

- control of fugitive emissions, all existing _ :
Com o gitivoe ' ~.- operating a refrigerated condenser on a
. transfer machine

-major sources must be enclosed within ! ; ;
- . difference between the inlet and outlet

" consumption exemption for process
* vent control at area sources was 220

- consumption exemption for

. process vent control. At promulgation,

all new dry cleaning machines located
at major or area sources are required to
install refrigerated condensers. -
‘The owner or operator of a new dry-
to-dry machine located at a major source
is also required to installa carbon -
adsorber to control the PCE emissions
remaining in the dry cleaning machine

- drum at the end of the dry cleaning

cle.

At praposal, new transfer machine
systems were ellowed and contral ~
e en&.ents for theseu]ga ems were fer

i At promulgation, new trans
machine systams are prohibited through -
a regulatory requirement prohibiting

. PCE emissions from clothing transfe:
_between the washer and the dryer. This

requirement cannot ba met bynew -
transfer machine systems ayeyn if these
systems are enclosed inroom . -
O vangsal, exdsting uncontralléd
proposal, uncontrollé
dry-to-dry machines located at major or
area sources were given a chaice of
carbon ddsorbers or

[
C -

. refrigerated condensers as process vent -
control. Existing uncontrolled transfer
" machine systems located at area sources

oot sl e
adsorbers. m on,
uncontrolled g:;-to-dry machines and
transfer machine systems are requited to
install refrigerated condensers.

carbon adsorber, however, are not ~
‘condenser for vent control. '
At proposal, existing uncontrolled
r machine systems located at
to install
n adsorbers. At promulgation, - -

'y

systems located at major sources are

condensers as process vent control.
‘Existing controlled transfer machine
systems at major sources that already
have a-carbon adsorber, however, are -

“~not required to install a refrigerated ~ ~ - .

condenser for process vent control. For . -
transfer machine systems located at
a room enclosure that exhausts toa

carbion edsorber, - -
At proposal, the low solven

gallons of PCE per year for a dry-to-dry

-machine and"300 gallons of PCE per
- - year for a transfer machine system. At

promulgation, the low solvent

vent control has been lowered and now
applies to the total PCE solvent  ~ .
consumption of all machines at the dry
cleaning facility rather than on'a per -

" _have beenl

“months.

-process vent control. At}
- all PCE dry cleaning

-exhaust once per

machine basis. At promulgation, the low

. solvent consumption exemption for

process vent cfgntrodll;s 540 gallons of
PCE per year for a eaning facility
with only dry-to-dry machines or both.
dry-to-dry machines and transfer -
machine systems, and 200 gallons of
PCE per year for a dry cleaning facility
with anly transfer machines systems.
The levels of PCE consumption ~  ~
distinguishing major from area sources
from the propased
levels and now apply to the tetaf PCE
consumption of all machines at the
facility rather than on a per machine
basis. The levels of PCE consumption
distinguishing a major source from an
area source are 2,100 gallons of PCE per
year for a source with only dry-to-dry
machines, and 1,800 gallons of PCE per
year for a saurce with only transfer
machine systems or both dry-to-dry
machines and transfer machine systems.
To track Pth oompﬁon. the owner or
aperator of any cleaning facili
subject to this rule is required on ge _
first day of each month to compute an
annual PCE consumption by summing .
PCE purchases over the previous 12

At proposal, pollution preventxon

-practices (such as leak detection and

repair) were required only for those dry
cleaning machines above the low
solvent consumption exemption for
tion, .
y facilities must
fmplement pollution prevention

practices and operate their dry cleaning

equipment according to the

manufacturer’s specifications.
There were no manito

requirements inchided at propasal. The

: promulgated standards now require

periodic monitoring of process vent
control equipment. When operating &
rofrigerated condenser on a dry-to-dry

. machine, a transfer machine system

dryer, or.a reclainier; the temperatura or
tha outlet side of the refrigerated -
condenser must be measured and
recorded once per week. When

system washer, the

temperatures of the exhaust from the
er as it passes through the

" refrigerated condenser must be

measured and recorded onice per week.
.When operating an existing carbon
-adsarber to contral process vent .
emissions, a colorimetric dstector tube
must be uséd to measure and recard the
PCE level in the carbon adsorber '
week. Periodic’
‘desorption for carbon adsorbers is no
longer specifically required. Instead, tb
owner or operator must follow the
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manufacturer’s specifications for the
proper operation of a carbon adsarber.

The proposed rule would have
required compliance within 18 months
of publication of the final rule for
existing dry'cleanihg machines with a
design capacity larger than 22.7
kilograms (50 lbs). The compliance
deadline for smaller machines would
have been 36 months from
promulgation. The final rule requires
each existing dry cleaning system to he
in compliance within 36 months of
publication of the final rule, except that
compliance with pollution prevention
requirements and recordkeeping and
reporting requirements is required
starting 90 days after the rule’s
publication. :

Section 112(i) of the Clean Air Act
requires the EPA to set compliance
dates for existing sources that provide
for compliance as expeditiously as
Ppracticable, and no later than 3:years
after promulgation of the final rule (with'
certain exceptions). As explained in the
background information document cited
at the beginning of this notice, the EPA
is allowing 36 months for control..~ -
technology to be installed on all dry .
cleaning machines because of questions

~about the market availability of an
adequate supply of refrigerated ,
condensers, On the other hand, the EPA
has concluded that the pollution

not require significant capital :
, eXp;:é.itmes and are feasible for dry
.cleaners to implement within 90 days.
These requirements consist of “good
housekeeping” practices such as
inspecting for leaks and keeping the
machine door closed during operation.
""The earlier compliance date in the final
‘Tule will
R s‘tmrggo-day appcliieébility date for .
- recordkeeping and reporting Y
requirements will enhance the
enforceability and effectiveness

. of control technology requirements in -
the rule depends on a facility’s solvent

.. consumption over a 12-month period. If .
.. documentation of a facility’s solvent .:
.. .consumption was not required until 3

_'years after promulgation, it would be -

- impossible to determine reliably which .-

.control technology requirements epply -
‘to a dry cleaning facility. Second, |
‘requiring an initial report from existing -
_sources within 90 days will encourage ..
these sources to begin planning for

' compliance with the rule's control -

technology requirements at an early - -
date. This requirement also will provide
.. regulatory agencies with information
.. ebout regulated facilities in time to -

‘of i
-whether a facility is a major source (that .

- Stated another way, a dry »
“machine is more efficient in its use of

result in earlier emissions .. .
Tt T ' .adry-to-dry inachine emits less PCE to '

: -.the ambient air than a transfer machine

- system. Accordingly, a

- rule. One reason is that the applicability
.of PCE to the ambient air. Amounts of

:carbon, amounts

.promote and monitor complian(;.e
effectively.
E. Potential to Emit _

The annual major-source
consumption levels (8,000 liters (2,100
gallons) per year for dry-to-dry )
machines and 6,800 liters (1,800
gallons) per year for transfer machine
systems) represent the EPA's

. determination of the volumes of PCE

that are used and consumed by the two
different types of machine in order to
emit 10 tons of PCE per year. Because

it is not economically and technically -
foasible toprecisely monitorand -
measure Jearly PCE emissions-at each of
the dry cleaning facilities affected by
this rule, PCE consumption is an
appropriate surrogate measure, The EPA
has found that PCE emissionsto .
ambient air are closely and predictabl
related tc:itl;: :lrlollénr;e ct;f PCE used andy
consume e eaning process.
Accordingly, this rule does not require
each dry cleaning facility totestand °
calculate the maximum aennual rate of
PCE stack and fugitive emissions for
each particular dry cleaning machine -

regulated under this rule. Instead, the .~

consumption level assigned to each type

machine determines

is, whether it emits or has the potential -
to emit 10 tons or more of PCE). )

.- The tion levels differ
_prevention requirements oftherule do The consamption leve.

between dry-to-dry (8,000 liters) and
transfer machine systems (6,800 liters)

results in lower fugitive emissions than
the use of a transfer machinoejzystem. '
ot .

PCE from an air emission perspective. .
This higher efficiency means that for
each liter of PCE used for dry cleaning,

“to-dry '
machine can 1ise or consume a greater '
volume of PCE than a transfer machine -
system before emitting 10 tons or more

PCE used and consumed in dry cleaning

processes but not emitted to the ambient
. @ir at a dry cleaning facility include

aemounts of PCE transferred offsite as
solid waste in used filters and spent

to . .
wastewater streams, and amounts that
remain in cleaned clothing-at the time
of customer pickup. = -

.: ‘The major source consumption levels -
- -established in the final rile differ from

the major source consumption levels in
the proposed dry cleaning rule of
December 9, 1991. The proposed major

. source PCE consumption levels were ~
* 11,700 liters (3,100 gallons) for dry-to-

: -facility’s certification must.
because the use.of a dry-to-dry machine -

‘to ensure that

. therule.”
. 'In thisrule, the

machines, and 7,600 liters (2,000
ns) for transfer machine systems.
The difference is due to the EPA’s
determination that the major source- ~
consumption levels for PCE established
in the final rule (8,000 liters or 2,100
gallons for dry-to-dry machines and

" 6,800 liters or 1,800 gallons for transfer

machine systems) more accurately
reflect the volume of PCE that each type
of machine uses or consumes in
emitting 10 tons of PCE, o

Under the rule, a dry cleaning facility
will be classified as a major or area
source in the following manher. As
previously-mentioned, a facility has the
potential to emit more than 10 tons of
PCE only if its solvent consumption
exceeds the rule’s solvent use cut-off
levels that divide major sources from
area sourr:fyes. Tltlg owner or operator.
must certify to the regulati en
whether or not the _ﬁacilit;"’;lgs:lgven?
consumption will exceed the cut-off
level. If solvent consumption is greater
than or equal to this cut-off level, the
facility is to be considered a major
source and must comply with all major
sources requirements. If solvent
consumption is less than the cut-off
level, the facility is considered an area

source; o 4
If a facility is found to be an area
source, the next determination is -
whether or not the facility must install
area-source technology controls. To be
exsmpt from technology controls, the
tee
that solvent use is less than the low-
solvent-use exemption level. Otherwise,

area-source control technology

uirements apply to the facility.

e rule’s irements are.intended
\ ‘dry-cleaning facilities
that have the potential to emit 10 tons
of PCE considering controls are *

" regulated as major sources. If regulated

" “as an'area source, a facility will

" required to observe the limit on solvent
. consumption to which it certified, as

- well a8 meat other requirements for area

'sources. These ars Federally enforceable

* requirements that will prevent area

sources from emitting more than 10 tons
of PCE in d year. After its compliance

~' date, if an aréa source wishes to increase
“/-operations or add :eng cleaning -
asult

‘maching, and the would be to

~* increase solvent consumption above the

major-source cutoff level, the facility
must first comply with the rule’s
requirements for major sources, Failure
to do so would result in a violation of

FPAfsnot ° .
establishing any precedents or policies

" concerning the determination of a

facility's “potential to emit” or its
classification as a major or area source
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under ssction 112. The EPA believes it
would be unwise and insppropriate to
resalve these complex issues solely in
the context of the PCE dry cleaning
NESHAP because the result could create
numerous unforeseen problems and .
inequities in regulation of other
categories of sources. The EPA is
considering these issues in & :
comprehensive fashion in light of the
broad range of sources for which
NESHAP will be developad. The EPA is
presently continuing to consider these
issues and will take whatever
appropriate actions that are necessary to
resolve them. - _ :

IT1. Summary of Euvironmental,
Energy, and Economic Impacts

A. Affected Facilities = -

The number of new and existing
machines in 1996 (5 years from the date
of proposal) were projected in order to
calculate the 5-year impacts of the
standards. Industry estimates indicate a
zero growth rate for commercial dry
cleaning facilities. For this reason, the
only new facilities projectedtobe .- -
constructed during the § years followin
the date of proposal (between 1991 and
1996)-are an éstimated 7,700 new
commercial facilities which replace
those that retire. Industrial dry cleaning
facilities are declining because many of
these facilities are switching from the .

- use of PCE to the use of water to wash

linens and unifornis. For this reason, no
new industrial facilities are projected
between 1991 and 1996. Approximately

28 industrial facilities would retire

during this peried. - -

* In 1996, based on the estimates of
machine retirement, approximately
17,400 existing commercial and
industrial facilities will be subject to the
standards. Taking into account the low

for existing area sources, approximately.
9,700 of these existing facilities would
be required to install process vent
control devices. Of these facilities,
however, approximately 6,500 are
expected to decide to install process
vent conirol devices to com fy with
State or local regulations. Thus, in 1996
approximately 3,200 existing facilities
are estimated to have to install process
vent control devices solely to comply
with the standards promulgated today.
As mentioned above, between 1991 —
and 1996, 7,700 new facilities are
projected. All of these facilities are
required to install process vent controls.
Of these new facilities, approximately
7,300 are expected to decide to install
pracess vent control devices to comply
with State or local regulations. Thus, in
1996 approximately 400 new facilities

- PCE emissions from all

' refrigarated condensers minimizes the
- impact on water quality resulting from

are estimated to install process vent -
control devices solely to comply with
the standards promulgated today.

The following discussion presents the
projected environmental, energy, and
ecanomic impacts for 1996 based on the
estimated 3,200 existing and 400 new

facilities that would be to
install process vent contrel devices.
solely to comply with the standards .
promulgated today. - -
B. Air Impacts .

In 1996, the standards are expected to
reduce nationwide emissicns of PCE
from existing dry cleaning facilities by
a maximum of soms §,500 Mg (6,000
tons) from process vent control and -
some 18,000 Mg (19,800 tons) from leak
detection and repair; This emission
reduction is based on projected .
nationwide PCE emissions from exdsting
facilities in 1996 of 42,000 Mg (46,500
tons) in the absence of the standards. °
This emission reduction corresponds to
approximately 44 percent of the total
_ existingdry -
cleaning facilities. This reduction is in
addition to reductions achieved by '

g controls already in place in many of
these facilities, and reductions :

anticipated in the ahsence of the

In 1896, the standards are expected to
reduce nationwide emissions from new
dry cleaning facilities by a maximum of
some 1,700 Mg (1,200 tons) from e
process vent control and some 7,800 Mg
{8,600 tons) from leak detection and
repair. This emission reduction is based

- on projected nationwide PCE emissions

in 1996 of 15,800 Mg (17,400 tons) from

 ‘new dry cleaning facilities in the

absence of the standards. This emission
reduction corresponds to about 43

gﬁmqnt of thctietotalPCE gntliissions from
solvent consumption exemption levels new dry cléaning facilities.
. from a typical new or existing dry

In 1996, annual emissions of PCE

cleaning facility located at anarea =
saurce with annual receipts of $200,000

_operating a typical sizs dry-to-dry

‘'machine with capacity of 15.9 kilograms
(kg) (35 pounds (Ib)) controlled with a
refrigerated condenser are projected to
be 0.77 Mg (0.85 tons) from process vent

" control and 0.8 Mg (0.88 tons) from leak

detection and repair. This represents . -
greater than §0-percent reduction in

-emissions from an uncontrolled dry-to-
-dry machine of this same size and
receipt level. - -

C. Water, Solid Waste, Naise, and
Radiation Impacts ' o
The requirement for useof

the standards. The projected impact on

~  machine with an

controlled process

-~ emissions. A typical

water quality results from the PCE-
contained in aqueous wastes generated
by the control devices. When using a
refrigerated condenser, a small aniount
of PCE is generated and collected in the
separator water. A typical refrigerated
condenser controlled dry-to-dry -~
machine is estimated ta generaté about
0.03 kg (0.07 Ib) of PCE in wastewater
per year. Owners or aperatars of all new
dry cleaning machines and thase -

* existing uncontrolled dry cleaning

machines that are above the low solvent
consumption mﬂon lavels would
be required to refrigerated
condensers. . -

When using a carbon edsorber, PCE is
collected in the steam condensate

ca:ll?mte: duri‘x:zagl desorption of the
on. ical existing x-to—dry
i existing .
adsorber is estimated to generate 0.85 kg

(1.9 1b) of PCE in wastewater per year.
However, only awners or aperatars of

" existing dry cleaning machines with

mdsﬁngacarbon adsorbers installed prior
to the date of promulgation wauld be
allowed to continue touse acarbon -
adsorber as primary process vent

In addition to process vent contral,
owners or aperators of existing transfer

" -machine systems located at major -

sourcés would be required to install a
room enclosure with a carbon adsorber.
A carbon adsorber on the rcom

‘enclosure is estimated to be

approximately one-third the size of a
typical carbon adsorber used to control
process vent emissions. A typical
transfer machine system located at a
major source with a carbon adsorber on
the room enclosure is estimated to

‘generate 0.28 kg (0.60 Ib) of PCE in

wastewater per year. This emount is in
addition to Sm 0.85 kg (1.9 Ib) of PCE
in wastewater generated if the transfer
machine system has a carbon adsarber
vent. :

- -QOwners or operators of new dgv-to-dr
machines at major sources would be

- required to install a carbon adsorber to

control the PCE remaining iu the dry
cleaning machine drum at the enid of th

- dry cleaning cycle. This carbon adsorbe

is also estimated to be approximatel
one-third the size of a typical carbog
adsorber. used ta control process vent
-to-dry machin
with a refrigerated condenser controlle

- process vent and a carbon adsorber to

control the PCE emissions remaining it

“‘the machine drum is expected to

generate about 0.31 kg (0.68 Ib) of PCE
in wastewater per year.

" Ttis projected that the total amount c

PCE in wastewater generated on a
national basis by dry cl facilities
in the absence of the stand: in 1996
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would be 5.9 Mg (6.5 tons). With the
standards, the amount of PCE in’
wastewater generated on a national
basis by dry ¢leaning facilities is ..
projected to be about 6.1 Mg (6.7 tons)
in 1996, an increase 'of about 0.2 Mg (0.2
ton) per year (corresponding to an
increase of about 3 percent).
The solid waste impact of the
standards is considered minimal. The
main types of solid waste generated
from controlled dry cleaning machines
are spent carbon from carbon adsorbers,
spent carbon from cartridge filters,
solvent sludge (muck), and still bottoms.
Neither a carbon adsorber nor a
refrigerated condenser would affect
muck, still bottom, or cartridge filter
carbon generation, so no impact due to
the control alternatives was calculated
for these waste types. .
Periodic replacement of the carbon
bed associated with a carbon adsorber is
necessary to maintain the performance
of a carbon adsorber in caontrolling PCE
* emissions. According to carbon vendars,
the carbon is likely to need replacement
approximately every 5 years.
or a typical 15.9 kg (35 Ib) existing

area source dry-to-dry machine
controlled with an existing carbon
adsorber installed prior to today’s date,
the'smount of solid waste generated
from spent carbon is estimated to be
approximately 25 kg.(55 Ib) per year.
For a typical 113 kg (250 1b) existing
major source dry- machine
controlled with an existing carbon
adsorber, the amount is estimated to be
.approximately 90 kg (198 1b) per year.
These are the same amounts tiat would

"~ -be genetated in-the absence of the

- standards, = - . -

- New major source dry-to-dry .

machines with refrigerated condenser

and carbon adsorber control would also
" require periodic replacement of the '
- carbon bed. For a typical major source

‘dry-to-dry machine with both -

- refrigerated condenser and carbon -
adsorber control, the amount of solid
waste generated from spent carbon is
_estimated to be épproximately 8.4 kg (19
1b) per year. . .

Existing major source transfer ;
-machine systems with carbon adsorbers

on their room enclosures would also

-

)

" - require periodic replacement of the

~ carbon bed. For a typical major source

" transfer machine system with

- refrigerated condenser process vent
control and carbon adsorber control on
the room enclosure, the amount of solid
waste generated from spent carbon is
estimated to be about 8.4 kg (19 Ib) per
Yyear. For a typical major source existing.
transfer machine system with carbon
adsorber process vent contral and
-carbon adsorber control on the room

_be
- Btufyr).

enclosure, the amount of solid waste
generated from spent carbonis . . -
estimated to be about 98 kg (217 1b) per

ear.
y It is projected that the-amount of
carbon discarded every 5 years in the
absence of the standards would be 880
Mg (970 tons) or an average of 175
{193 tons) per year. With the standards,
the amount of carbon discarded on a
national basis every 5 years would be
890 Mg (980 tons) or an average of 177
Mg (195 tons) per year. This
corresponds to an increase in national
solid waste impacts from both new and
existing dry cleaning facilities of about
10 Mg (10 tons) of carbon discarded
approximately every 5 years,oran
average of about 2 Mg (2 tons) of carbon
every year (corresponding to an increase
of about 1 percent). .

There are no noise or radiation
impacts associated with these standards.
D. Energy Impacts

The energy impacts resulting from the
standards on a nationwide basis are
considered minimal. Electricity is
required for cooling the coils of the
refrigerated condenser and for operating

fans and generating steam for desorbing

existing carbon adsorbers. The total
increase in annual electricity use for
existing dry cleaning facilities in 1996
resulting from the standards would be
about 2,454,500 kilowatt-hours per year
(KW-hr/yr) (390,000 British thermal -
units per year (Btu/yr)). The total
increase in annual electricity use for
new dry cleaning facilities in 1996
resulting from the standards would be
about 276,600 KW-hr/yr (44,000 Btu/yr).

‘The total increase in annual electrici

use for all facilities nationwide woul
about 2,731,100 KW-hr/yr (430,000

- This increase in electricity: .
requirement is equivalent to about
700,000 liters (3,400 barrels (bbl)) of fuel
oil per year for electricity generation for

- existing facilities'and about 79,000 liters

(380 bbl) of fuel oil per year for new

_facilities. The total increase for all . .
facilities would be about 780,000 liters

(3,800 bbl) of fuel oil per year,
corresponding to an increase of 0.7
percent. D :

_ By installing a refrigerated condenser

. as required by the standards, the
- electricity requirement for a typical

uncontrolled dry cleaning facility with
one 15.9 kg (35 1b) dry-to-dry machine
is exgrected to increase by about 600
KW-hr/yr (95 Btu/yr) in 1996. :
E. Cost Impacts '

The nationwide cumulative 5-year
capital costs in 1996 of complying with

‘the standards would be about $35

~ for new facilities.

million. The cumulative 5-year capital
costs for existing facilities would be
about $32 million and about $3 million

- The total nationwide annualized costs
in 1996 of complying with the standards
for process vents would be about $9
million. This estimate does not include
credit for solvent savings. If a credit for
solvent savings is included, the total .
nationwide annualized cost is about $4
million. The annualized costs in 1996
including a credit for solvent savings for
existing facilities complying with the
standards would be about $3.4 million,
and sbout $0.5 million for new

_facilities.

The total nationwide annualized costs
in 1996 for both new and existing -
facilities complying with the standards
for pollution prevention, leak detection
and repair, monitoring, reporting and
recordkeeping would be about $10
million. This estimate does not include
credit for solvent savings. If a credit for

. solvent savings is included in this

estimate, these facilities would have a
total annual cost savings of $7.6 million.
. For a typical new area source facility
with annual receipts of $200,000 with a

15.9 kg(35 Ib) dry-to-dry machine, the

~ capital cost of a refrigerated condenser
" is $6,300, and the resulting annualized

cost of this process vent control is
$1,000. The resulting annualized cost
for the above typical new area source to
perform pollution prevention, leak
detection and repair, monitoring,
reporting, and recordkeeping is about
$460. This estimate does not reflect
credit received from solvent savings. If

a credit for solvent savings is included,

this typical facility would have a total

cost of about $350. .
“F Economic Impacts -
. -'The economic impact assessment

includes a market component and a
financial component. The market -
component focuses-on the adjustment of -
market prices and quantity of dry :
cleaning as a result of complying with

- 'the standards. The financial component

focuses on the ability of firms to obtfini

.the money to buy the control o=

equipment.

" . ‘The upward price adjustments are
_projected to range between 0.15 and 2.3

ercent in various markets, with the
E&rgest increases being found in small
rural markets. The-downward
adjustment in total dry cleaning is
projected to be about 0.5 percent. If the
whole quantity adjustment were
translated into closures rather than
reduction in output at many cleaners,
the net closures would be projected to
be just under 260, ‘
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The financial analysis indicates that

firins in below-average financial

_ condition may face difficulty in
obtaining the required funds to
purchase control equipment from
traditional loan sources such as banks.
The analysis projects between 0 and 830
firms will be in this category. These -
firms will either obtain other financing
(vendor-aided, relatives, personal assets,
-etc.), close, or sell their firm:

" The environmental, energy, and
economic impacts are discussed in
greater detail in the BID's and the
economic im‘i)act analyses for the
proposed and promulgated standards:
“Dry Cleaning Facilities—Background
Information for Promulgated '
Standards,” EPA-450/3-91-020b; “Dry
Cleaning Facilities—Backgroind -

Information for Proposed Standards,”
EPA-450/3-91-020a; “Economic Impact
of Regulatory Controls in the Dry
Cleaning Industry,” EPA-450/3-91-021;
and “Economic Impact of Regulatory
Controls in the Dry Cleaning Industry,”

EPA-450/3-91-021b. Additional

information on impacts is found in

supporting information for the notice of
availability of new information,

“Information Packagé.on Transfer
Enclosures,” (Docket No. A~88~11, Item
No. IV-M-1),

. In addition to the ecoriomic impact
analysis, the cost effectiveness of
alternative standards was also evaluated
to determine the least costly way to
reduce emissions and to ensure that the
controls required by this rule ere
reasonable relative to other regulations.-
In this case, the promulgated standards
would reduce the PCE dry cleaner’s
operating costs and produce an averags
5-yeartotal cost effectiveness of $550

-per Mg ($500 per ton) of PCE emissions
reduced. Additional details on costs can

befound inthe BID’s.. " ~: .

. IV, Public Participation -

. Prior to proposal of the standards,

interested parties were advisedby -

public notice in the Federal Register (56

FR 1186), January 11, 1991, of a meeting

of the National Air Polhition Control

~ Techniques Advisory.-Committee to
discuss the NESHAP being developed
for the PCE dry cleaning industry. This

meeting was held on January 30, 1991. .

The meeting was open to the public and-
“each attendee was given an opportunity

to comment on the NESHAP -

recommended for propossl.

- The standards were proposed and
published in the Federal Register on
December 9, 1991 (56 FR 64382). The
preamble to the proposed standards
discussed the avaﬂa%ﬂity of the BID and
the economic impact enalysis: “Dry
Cleaning Facilities Background

" Cleaning Industry

- 8,1991, to February 9, 1992. A total of

_preamb.

Information for Proposed Standards,
EPA~450/3-91-020a" and “Economic
Impact of Regulatory Controls in the Dry
EPA-450/3-91-021,"
which described in detail the regulatory

. alternatives considered and the impacts

of those alternatives. Public comments
were solicited at the time of proposal,
and copies of the BID wers distributed
to interested parties.

As aresult of public comments
received on the proposed standards,
additional information became available

" about transfer enclosures used to control

PCE emissions during the transfer step
for transfer machine systems. A notice
of availability of new information was
published in the Federal Register on
October 1, 1992, describing this
information and requesting public
comments. ’ : ’
Because no persons requested the

" oppartunity for oral presentation of

data, views, or arguments concerning
either the pl::})osed NESHAP or the
notice of availability of new -

. information, a public hearing was not
held. C

. The pisblic comment period for the
proposal NESHAP was from December

32 comment letters were received in
respanse to the proposed NESHAP. The
public comment period was reopened
for the notice of availability of new

_information from October 1, 1992, to

November 2, 1992, A total of seven

__ comment letters were received in
' response to the notice. All comments

have heen carefully considered and,
where determined to be appropriate by

* the Administrator, changes have been
- made in'the proposed standards. -

V. Significant Comments and Changw |
to the Proposed Standards _
. Comments on the proposed NESHAP -
.and the notice of availability of new

“information were received mainly from

industry; State and local air pollution
control agencies; trade associations; and

-environmental groups. A detailed "~ -~ -

discussion of these comments and

- responsses can be found in the

promulgation BID, which is referred to

“ in the ADDRESSES section of this
‘preamble: The summary of comments

and responses in the BID serves as the
basis for the revisions that have been
mada to the standards between proposal
and promulgation: The major comments
and res{)onses are summarized in this

e and, for-ease of discussion,
ve been divided into the folowing

- areas:

A. Regulatory Approach
1. MACT vs. GACT
2. Collocation T

B. Emission Control

1. Performance of Refrigerated Condensers
and Carbon Adsorbers .

2. Low Solvent Consumption Exemption -
Levels :

3. MACT for New Dry-to-Dry Machines at
Major Sources . i

4. Banning Transfer Machine Systems and
Reclaimers . y

5. Room Enclosures on Transfer Machine
Systems

6. Vapor Barriers A

7. Dry Cleaning Ventilation Requirements

C. Monitoring and Equivalency

1. Monitoring Control Devices -
2. Det Equivalency

" 3. Delegation of Authority to Determine

- Equivalency .
D. Other Issues and Follow-up to Today’s .

. Action

1: New York Study

- 2. California Well Investigation Program

3: Follow-up to Today’s Action
A. Regulatory Approach

" 1. MACT vs. GACT

Several commenters remarked on the
use of maximum achievable control
technology (MACT) versus generally
available control technology (GACT) for

. regulating dry cleaners. Most of thess

commenters believed that MACT should
be used to regulate all dry cleaners. One
commenter, however, believed that
GACT was the appropriate basis of
ation. S
e commenters who felt MACT

- should be applied to all dry cleaners

argued that there is sufficient and
compelling health effects information
PCE to warrant application of

reg
- MACT to all dry cleaning machines
-regardless of type or size, and that

section 112(c)(3), (i.e., a threat to human
health and the environment by sources

. individually, or in the aggregate)

warrants the application of MACT
controls for all area source dry cleaners.
As stated in the proposal, the EPA has
concluded that area source dry cleaners
resent a threat of adverse effects to-
ealth or the environment. For this
reason, commercial dry cleaning

- facilities that are area sources were

added to the list of source categories
under section 112(c})(3) to be regulated
under the Act. Listing an area source
category under section 112(c)(3),
however, doss not ire that
regulations developed for this source
category must be based on MACT. These
regulations may be based on MACT or
they may be based on GACT. .

o 'ﬁze A does not agree that the

. health effects information regarding PCE

is so compelling that it warrants
application of MACT to all small area
source dry cleaners. There are a range of
opinions in the scientific community as
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to the potential for PCE to cause cancer

in humans. Further, to the extent that

PCE may be a human carcinogen,

existing evidencs indicates that its

potency isrelatively low, ‘
During devel?ment of the regulation,

the EPA concluded,that many small area

source dry cleaning facilities may )

. experience adverse economic impacts as
a result of imposing a regulation based
on MACT. For this reason, the GACT
approach was selscted as the basis for
regulating small area source dry .
cleaning facilities.

In commenting on the choice of GACT
to regulate area source dry cleaners,
saveral commenters acknowledged that

~ section 112(k) of the Act outlines a
comprehensive strategy to reduce HAP's
from area sources. These commenters
did not, however, believe that such a
strategy would reducs PCE emissions
sufficiently from area source dry
cleaning facilities. Consequently, these
commenters asserted that residual risk
review should be required for all dry
cleaners to ensure that public health is
adequately protected. They argued that
it is bad public policy to apply GACT

" to the vast majority of dry i
facilities, thus precluding a residual risk
Enwisdg gainod an public sxposure

W, ined on to
PCE from dxg-ymxl:‘leanmgp facilities, the
maintained that it is absolutely = = .
necessary that such a risk assessment be
conducted for this source category.

- Section 112{k) of the Act directs the .
EPA to develop a strategy to control

. HAP emissions from area sources in

urhan areas. The strategy, amoeng other
things, must achieve area source
‘emissians reductions from the 30 HAP's
that pose the greatest threat to public .
health and achieve at least a 75-percent
reduction in cancer incidencs from all
stationary sources. Consequently, the
. need for emission conirals beyond
‘GACT at dry:cleaners will be
reconsidersd in the context of the
overall urban air strategy and the
relative contribution of PCE emissions
from dry cleaning facilities to urban

exposures. = _

-Although'a residual risk analysis is
required for sources regulated under

" MACT, those sources regulated under
GACT may also receive a residual risk

- analysis. Section 112(f){5) of the Act
states that residual risk analysis is nat
required for area sources regulated
under GACT. This sectien, however,
does not precluds area sources from a
residual risk analysis and, if warranted, -
the EPA will undertake a residual risk
analysis for the area source dry cleaning
source category.: - -

" Theone cs;x.rgmenter who agreed with

the EPA’s decision to use GACT to

" criteria for datermining a major source

"' Atproposal, the EPA believed the

ecgml
- when used to control emissions from -

‘aliow dry-to-dry machines to instsll
- gither control device. Tn eddition, the .
" EPA believed carbon adsoerbers -

regulate small area source dry cleaners .
stated that much evidence exists in the
Senate Committes report and the
legislative history of the 1990 Clean Air:
Act Amendments to indicate that dry.
cleaning was considered an example of
an area source category far which
regulations based on GACT were
appropriate. : .

2. Collocation .
Commenters recommended that the-

be based on the PCE solvent
consumption of the entire dry cleaning
facility instead of sach dry cleaning
machine, They i that the
definition of source used in the :
proposed NESHAP referred only to the

. consumption of PCE for an individual

dry cleaning machine and thatunder -
this proposed definition only certain
machines would be considered major
sources. The commsnters believe that
the EPA should consider the total
consumption of PCE from all machines

‘located within a comtignous area under

common control. - _

The final ruls has bsen revised to base
the applicability of the NESHAP on the
total annual PGE consumption of all
machines located at a dry cleaning
facility. Far the purpase of these
period is defined as the PCE purchased

- during that period. The dafinition ofa . -

major source in the Act includes sources
“located within a common areaand .
under commaon control.” Becauss ..
multiple units locatsd at a single dry
cleaning facility would be un o
common contral, the applicability of

this NESHAP for major sources has been -

revised to be consistent with the

- language of the Act. _
. B. Emission Control .~
‘1. Performance of Rafrigerated

Condensers and Carhon Adsarbers

performanice of carbon adsorbers to be
to thet of refrigerated condensers

dry-to-dry machines, and proposed to. -

outperformed refrigerated condensers’
on transfer machine systems sid

" propased to require carbon adsorbers on

;?mﬁontmlled transfer machine systems.
Following propesel, however, new
information was provided to the EPA
from a survey of dry cleanersin
California, which disputes these
conclusions. . -
In 1989, the California Air Resources.
Board (CARB) conducted a valuntary

. must install and

. .. example, potential groundwater
._contamination and solid waste

- . generation) essociated with the use of

. - carbon adsorbers over refrigerated

. condensers (see section V.D). At this

survey of all dry cleaners in California.
The results of this survey indicate that-
dry cleaning machines controlled by
refrigerated condensers achieve solvent
mileages approximately twics as high as

machines controlled by carbon
adsort St A

Salvent mileage is the ratio of clothes
cleaned to the amount of solvent
consumed. Although air emissions are
only ons of several factors that
determine solvent mileage, significantly

" better solvent mileage is likely to be

indicative of lower air emissions.
Although the data do not provide

_ detailed information on how well the

carbon adsorbers were operated and |
maintained (for example, fraquency of
desorbing the carbon bed), the EPA
believes this information indicates that
‘refrigerated condensers will achieve
‘lower air emissions in actual practice -
than cgrbon adsorbers. .~ =
- Therefors, the final rule requires
refrigerated condensers for new major
and area source dry-to-dry machines.
The EPA has also concluded that all
existing uncontrolled dry-to-dry .
machinses and transfer machins systems
condensers. . T

The final rule does not require th
‘replacement of existing carbon .
adsorbers with refri condensers.

‘Thé Administrator concluded, based on

availabls information, that the
replacement of well-operated carbon
adsorbers with refrigerated condensers

" -.-wes not justified at this time.

businesses and could face severe

financial costs to replace these units. In

~ . additional monitoring to ensure proper
carbon adsorber operation. While

replacement of well-operated carbon
adsorbers with refrigerated condensers

. provides limited air benefits, EPA has

recently obteined additional .

 information that suggests that there may

_be other environmental impacts {for

-time, those data.are uncertain. EPA .
believes that these data and their
implicatians dasarve further

. consideration. A public mesting has
“. -‘been scheduled to discuss these issus

(See ADDAESSES section at the beginni
of this preamble.) If appropriate, the
EPA may revisit the roequirements of this

‘rulein the future.. .- - . - i
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2. Low Solvent Consumption Exémption
Levels

Several commenters believed that
although the economic impact of
regulating small existing area source dry
cleaners can be.significant, the proposed
low solvent consumption exemption
levels would exempt existing small area
source facilities they believed pose the -
largest health threat to individuals.
These commmenters stated that, as a
result of their location in proximity to
human populations, more people are -
exposed to air toxics from small existing
area source dry cleaners than from large
industrial complexes, such as chemical
plants, which are not usually located in
the midst of population centers. Some
believed that virtually all small existing
area source dry cleaners contributing to
this problem would be exempted under
the proposed NESHAP. They requested
that the EPA resvaluate the low solvent
consumption exemption levels to ensure
that a larger number of small existing
area spurce dry cleaning facilities is
subject to the NESHAP.

Neither the proposed nor the final
NESHAP includes low solvent
*  consumption exemption levels for new

- area source dry cleaning facilities. The
gmposed. as well as the final NESHAP,

- however, includes low solvent
consumption exemption levels for
existing area sources. . .

At proposal, the impacts of requiring
ths use of refrigerated condensers or
carbon adsorbers to control process vent
. emissions from dry cleaning machines

. were judged to be unreasonable for area
sources consuming less than 760 and
. 1,000 liters (200 and 300 gallons) of PCE
per year for dry-to-dry machinesand -
transfer machine systems, respectively
** {corresponding to annual receipts of

" $100,000). In response to comments, the

- EPA reconsidered these low solvent
" consumption exemption levels, The

" EPA concluded that lowering the -
exemption levels to 530 and 760 liters -

to-dry and transfer machines,

respectively (corresponding to annual

- receipts of $75,000) was warranted and

reasonable. .

- In 1996, this change would require

* approximately 500 more dry cleaners to

- install refrigerated condensers to control
" process vent emissions from dry
cleaning machines and would reduce
PCE emissions by an additional 450 Mg
(500 tons) per year. The cost of

" controlling those facilities with annual
. receipts between $75,000 and $100,000
is $0.9 million. As many as 165

. additional financial failures are -
‘estimated to result from lowering the
low solvent consumption exemption

Tepair. -

.devices in series—a refrigerated
(140 and 200 gallons) per year for dry- - -

.refrigetrate

levels. Also, there could be as many as
65 additional business closures. The
EPA judged this change in the ‘
requirement to be generally achievable.
The EPA considered it unreasonable,-
however, to further lower the low - -
solvent consumption exemption levels
due to the high casts and excessive
financial failures and closures (up to
3,800 financial failures and 1,400
closures) that would result. The

"decision to exempt certain low solvent -

consumption facilities was based on the-
evaluation of the potential economic
impact of regulation. Many of the
smaller businesses are individually
operated, single family-owned
establishments. ..

In addition to lowering the low
solvent consumption exemption levels
for existing area source dry cleaning
facilities, the EPA reevaluated the
imHacts of extending additional

ollution prevention practices, such as
eak detection and repair, to all dry -
cleaning facilities and concluded that
these impacts are reasonable. Thus, in

" the final NESHAP, all dry cleaning

facilities are required to implement
additionel pollution prevention
practices, such as leak detection and

3. MACT for Néw Dry-to-Dry Machines
at Major Sources. .

Commenters stated that Additibnal-

“controls should have been considered as
- MACT for dry-to-dry machines. A new

German machine, the Permac
Consorba®, was mentioned by one

" commaenter, This machine uses a carbon
adsorber in conjunction with a
“refrigerated condenser for process vent .

control. The commenter indicated that it
made sense that a dual control system

-would achieve better control than a

machine with one control device. .

*." In the simplest sense, a Permac

Consorba® may be described as a dry-to-
dry machine equipped with two contro
condenser followed byacatbon - =
adsorber. The reported Adatiagrt;ga of this
system over a convention ~to-dry
machine e&uippqd with only a
condenser is that it reduces

the PCE concentration in theair -~ -
remaining in the machine once the dry
cleaning cycle is complete.

-Conventional dry-to-dry machines
vent or release the vapors remaining in
the machine at the end of the dry
cleaning cycle. The Permac Consorba®
controls these vapors with a carbon
adsorber before the machine dooris -
opened. - .

The emissions remainingina
conventional machine at the end of the
dry cleaning cycle can be controlled by

- The MACT isalse

drawing the air remaining in the
machine through a small carbon
adsorber either before the door to the
machine is opened (similar to tlie
Permac Consorba®) or venting the air
through a carhon adsorber to the
atmosphere as the door is opened.

. Indeed, information was made available

to the EPA after pn:sosal indicating that
several conventional vented dry-to-dry
machines equipped with refrigerated
condensers currently operate in this
manner (i.e., the air remaining in the
machine at the end of the dry cleaning .
cycle is vented to a carbon adsorber as

" the door to the machine is opened).

There is no difference in PCE
emissions between a Permac Consorba®
and a conventional vented dry-to-dry
machine equipped with a refrigerated
condenser and a small carbon adsorber
on the vent. Similarly, there would be

no difference in emissions between a

Permac; (é:;lsorba@ améhalﬁonventiongl
no-ven -to-dry machine equippe
with a refrigerated mm:lex:nsc::q tha%p
passed the air remaining in the machine
at the end of the dry cleaning cycle
through a carbon adsorber, before the
door to the machine is opened. |
Under the Act, MACT for new major

- sources must be no less stringent than

the best-controlled similar source. As a
result, the final NESHAP requires that
new major source dry-to-dry machines
be equipped with a refrigerated
condenser and that the air remaining in
the machine at the end of the dry

. cleaning cycle be passed through a

carbon adsorber prior to opening the
machine door or that the air remaining
in the machine be passed through a
carbon adsorber as soon as the door to
the machina is opened. Thus, the level
of control required for major new source
dry cleaning facilities is equivalent to
that achieved by the Permac Consorba®

technology. - , i
, uired for
existing dry-to-dry machines located at

_major sources. Under the Act, MACT fu;

existing sources.must be no less
stringent than the average emission
limitation achieved by the best 12 -
percent of existing sources. Less than 1:
percent of existing major source dry-to-
dry machines are using a refrigerated
condenser in combination with a carbo
adsorber to control PCE process vent
emissions, However, MACT can be mor

- stringent if the Administrator

determinas that the balance of costs,

. energy, and environmeéntal impacts of
. choosing a mors stringent level of -
. control are reasonab

lo. —
Assuming a 95-percent emission

.reduction for a carbon adsorber, the

incremental cost effectivenass of the
additional emission reduction achieve:



49368 Federal Register / Vol. 58, No. 182 / Wednesday, September 22, 1993 / Rules and Regulations -

by requiring conventionel dry-to-dry
uyachines with a refrigerated condenser
to also install a carbon adsorber would
be in the range of approximately $7,700
per Mg ($7,000 per ton) of PCE fora

typical existing dry-to-dry machine -
located at a major squrce. If the o
-fficiency of the cartbon adsorber is less
than 95 percent (as the California survey
data mentioned earlier suggests), the
cost effectiveness would bs even higher.
Because this additional cost of control is
quite high for the additional amount of
emission reduction achieved, the EPA
does no{, lcc;_xsider this levealr(;f cm;lt'ryol
reasonable for an existing dry-to-
machine located at a major source.

4. Room Enclosures an Transfer
“Machine Systems . :

Commenters suggested that the EPA
consider vapor containment and control
systems, commonly referred to as “room
enclosures,” as MACT for transfer
machine systems.

Room enclosures capture and vent the
fugitive PCE emissions from clothing
transfer between the washer and the
dryer at transfor machine systems to a
carbon adsorber. Since clathing transfer
emissions are a significant portion of
overall transfer machine system '
emissions, control of these through a
room enclosure would achieve
additional emission reductions.

The only type of control device that
could effectively control PCE emission
on a room enclosure is a carbon :
adsarber. As stated previously, however,
new information (i.e., the California
survey) indicates that carbon adsorbers
achieve 8 lower level of emission
reduction in actual practice within the
-dry cleaning industry than originally
thowght .o o T

. a95-percent reduction in PCE .
e;xfxissions. th:’f incremental cost
effectiveness of requiring room -. .

. enclosures with carbon adsorberson
existing major source transfer machine
systems would be as low as $330 per Mg
($300 per ton) of PCE. In fact, even if the

. control efficiency of the carbon adsorber
was as low ais 20 percent, the
incremental cost effectiveness of
requiring room enclosures on major
source transfer machine systems would
be about $1,900 per Mg {$1,700 per ton)
of PCE. = ~ - .~

Although the EPA does not believe
the control efficiency of carbon’
adsorbers within the dry cleaning . -
industry is as low as 10 percent;, making
such an assumption for the purpose of
calculations effectively indicates that,
even at low control efficiencies, the use
of room enclosures at major source
transfer machine systems is reasonable.

meboﬁ adsorber achieves

Consequently, the final NESHAP .
requires the use of room enclosures with
carbon adsorbers at existing major '
source transfer machine systems.

Rezurm’ ing existing major source
transfer mechine system dry cleaners to
use room enclosures is not estimated to
result in any additional Enancial
failures or closures. Initially, due to the
limited number of vendors of room
enclosures, the EPA wes concerned with
the creation of @ market for these
devices. With few vendors and a large
demand, the price of room enclosures
could rise significantly. However, if
requirsd only for those few existing
major source transfer machine systems,
the demand for roam enclosures is not
judged sufficient to cause a sic?ﬁﬁcant
rise in the price of a room enclosure.
For existing area sources, the impacts
of requiring a room enclosure are
considered unreasonable. The:
incremental cost:ndﬁem'venefzsr of al
requiring a room osure for a typi
ar(ela source could be as-high as stoy.glﬂo
per Mg ($8,900 per ton) of PCE, even if

the carbon adsorber is achieving a high

_ percent emission reduction effich B
? dsotber

{e.g., 95 percent). If the carbon a

is operating at & lower control
efficiency, the resulting incremental
cost sffectiveness would be even highaer.
The number of additional financial
failures could be as high as1,100 with
as many as 260 additional closuresif
room enclosures were Taquired on all
existing area source transfer machine
systems. Up to 500 additional financial
failures and as many as 5 additional
closures woul dmsnhnlyﬂlml sucha .
requirement on o o largestarea
sources {e.g., those with anmual receipts
over $100,000). In addition, with only a
few vendors of room enclosures, the
EPA remains concerned with the impact
that extending.a requirement for room

- enclosures to all existing transfer

machine system area sources would
have on the price of roem enclosures.
For these reasons, the Administrator
considers room enclosures unreasonable
for existing transfer machine system
area sources.

5. Banning Transfer Machine Systems
end Reclaimers . -

Commenters recommended that the
EPA impose a ban an the sale of new or
used transfer machine systems, One -
commenter believed that transfer
machine systems are stifi being offered
and sold to dry cleaners, and that anly-
Syetarns ol prevent iy denmers

stems prevent dry ers
g'yom purchasing these systems. = - -

Prior to proposal, the EPA belisved
that no new transfer machine S{stem
were being sold or had been sold in

i

recent years due primarily to the
adoption of the OSHA Ferxm'ssible
exposurs limit (PEL) of 25 parts per .
million (ppm]) 19, 1989). The
OSHA FPEL i ed to reducs
worker exposure to PCE. Based on tha
level of PCE emitted during the clothing
transfer step at transfer machine ..
systems, transfer machine systems were
viewed as incapable of mesting the
OSHA PEL. Ca tly, the EPA
believed it was not nece to develop
regulations that effectively banned or

* prohibited the use of new transfer

machine systems. .
Following proposal of the NESHAP
for dry cleaners, however, the Eleventh

Circuit Appeals Court remanded the
PEL to-OSHA. In addition, information
provided to the EPA following proposal
indicates that many owners ot operators
of transfer machine systems were
meeting the OSHA PEL by increasing
ventilation or rotating the placement of
their wotkers. Moreaver, it was learned
that transfer machine systems, -
manufactured for use with eum
solvents could be used as PCE transfer
machine systems. - -

Finally, information provided to the
EPA following pro mades it clear
tgmt.jnsﬁu;e cases, dry ors were

eing sold for use with dry-te-dry
maégines to increase the clothing
throughput of the machines. A reclaimer
is essentially a dryer, and its use with
a dry-to-dry machine effectively
converts the dry-to-dry machine to a
washer, thus creating a new transfer
machine system. .~ . ..

‘Cansequéntly, the EPA has
reconsidered its Elositio,n at proposal,
that a ban or prohibition of new transfer
‘machine systeins is unnecessary.

For transfer machine systems located
at a major source, the NESHAP must be
based on MACT. The Act states that
MACT for new sources must be no less
stringent than the best controlled
similar source. A transfer machine
system with a room enclosure .
represents the best controlled similar
source. The MACT maybemore .
stringent, however, if the Administrator
believes the balance between the  ~
additional economic, energy, and
environmental impacts of a more
stringent requirement is reasonable. The
only option more stringent than a
transfer machine system with a room

‘enclosure is anew dry-to-dry mechina.

m provide .
complete control of clothing transfer
emissions {Le., emissions released by
transfer of clothing from the washer to

‘the dryer of a transfer machine system).

Dry-to-dry machines eliminate these
emissions :l':‘i eliminating the need to
transfer i

g from a washertoa
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dryer (achieving 100 pezcent reduction attracﬁvewﬁhthamxrchass olansw system ard a newdrysta—drymmchiﬁa.

of clothing transfar emissions). . tramsfor machine system and room Consequently, the costs are much higher
The MACT for new transfer mackine  enclosure, the EPA belisves that the in the analysis of replacing existing

systams could be besed an theusaof  * business venture would alss be viable  transfer machine systems thas they are

_ new dry-to-dry machines, thereby and sttractive with the purchase of & im the analysis of banning or prohibiting
requiring new major source transfer new dry-to-dry machine. tly, new transfer machine systems. The
machine systems \o eliminate all . requiring new arez saurce ' emission reduction achieved {s the sams
emissions from clething transfer machine systems to eliminate alt for either aption. .

between the washer and the dryer. Such  clothing transfer emissions (i.e., : The EPA analyzed the cests of

a requirement would effactively banor  purchase a new dry-to-dry machine)is  requiring replacement of existing .
robibit new transfer machine systems  considered rachievable. Thus,  transfer machine systems with dry-to-

use ne techneology has been. - tbeﬁmlNESHAPatsopmhiﬁs:dy dry machines in comparison with the
identified to date {including theuse of  emissions between: the and - additional fugitive emissions of PCE

hamper enclosures or room enclosures}  drying step of the dry clesningcycla for  that result from transfor machine
m

that could be added to & new transfer new achine systams located &t . gystems. The incremental cost
machine system to totally eliminata all  area sources. As mentioned above for - effoctiveness for replacing a typical .
PCE émissions from clothing transfer. majar sources, this requirement existing major source transfer machine
Dry-to-dry machines offer an effective.  effectively bens or prohithitstheuseof  gystems with a dry-to-dry machine is
pollution prevention altemnative tor new transfer machine systems at area. approximately $12,200 per ten of PCE
transfer machines. Promoting-use of this. sources. Thus, all mew trausfer - reduced. For area sources, the :
equipment is consistent with the . machines ars effectively basmed. Under  jj;cremental cost effactivensss for
Agency’s commitment to pollution the ruls, the sddition of areclaimerta  rgplgcing the transfer machine system:
preveation. . an existing dry-to-dry machine would  yjth g dry-to-dry machine is

Tha benefits associated with & constituts reconstruction of the dry imately $41,000 per ton of PCE.
requirement based on new dry-to-dry °  cleening systsm. As aresult, the mizm The EPA has determined that

machines would be 100 percent conmtrol  addition of a reclaimer to a. dry-to-dcy : : hich relies
of clothing transfer emissions. Clathing  machine weuld be banmed effective on .mnﬁ‘;’,?mmm
transfer is estimated to cantribute upte  today’s date. Reclaimers added to & dry- requiring replacenrest of thase transfer
as much: es 25 percent of the PCE to-dry machina after December 9, 2991 15ching systems with dry-to-dry
emissions from sn uncontralled transfer  (the date of the proposed dry cleaning  machines is not justified at this time.
- machine system. For & typical major NESHAP) and prioz to today's dateare  f,yever, the EPA is aware that :
source; the annualized costs for allowed ta opesate for up tn three-years 54 4itional environmental fmpacts may
-requiring & dry-to-dry machine would  from today’sdate, ifthe dry cleaning.  po acsociated with tha continued use of
be & net savings (33“01‘“‘““?"” overall *  system complies in the interim with the  (rangfer machine systoms in certain
ey machia: This towes costfs doe Tk aetian o roquiring thatall powe  Situetions. For cxample, the impact on
o-dry machine. This lowes cast is : ToqRiring D8W  indoor air quality may be of concern. At
to the increased amount of PCE thatis  dry cleaning machines be dry-to-dey & data arer

_recovgredandrecydedwiﬂxi_nﬂm mgnl'fines,phasingput.onapladng R tlui shmm%liom. th whether
machine. . existing transfer machine systems with PR ermine '
The EPA believes if is reasonable ta dry-to-dry machinés was :1}'“ e considering thase other impacts it may

_ p : s . ¥ . sy be appropriate to further linit the use of
require new transfer machine systems  considered. Commenters questioned . Lt A Yy
o st i sour ookt why hsr wesnodacnccamof - Saaier bachinecylema, The EPA il
same level of contral of clotliing transfer  immediate or gradual replacement of aagrass (500 ADDRESSES mgﬁhe
emissions as achieved by new dry-ta~  existing transfer machine systems i the g‘“‘mﬁ of this ble)and will
dry machines. Thus, the final NESHAP  proposal. They stressed that the FPA. .@t;’;“?gtg P“?ﬁ‘m an I;‘"
prohibits any emissions between the .cannot rely upon OSHA rules fora continue to GXAMING Luld Issue.

ino and drvine stan of , o p appropriate, the EPA may revisit the
g:sagxlgg cyéledrmtpnanfamfer m&xyahhine ' gyt:gg?haseaut oftransferm ackine determinations made in this rule.

_ systems located at majorsources. This  * ~ There is little difference between the . - Commenters agreed with the EPA that
requirement effectively bans or _impacts of immediate replacement of - use of a reclaimer with a dry-to-dry
prohibits the use of neve transfer " existing transfor machine systoms and machine effactively creates m new
machine systems at major sources. replacement within three yeers, transfer machine system. Therefore,

For new area source transfer machine maximum complisnce period for they recommended a ban ot the sale of
systems, the NESHAP is based on existing sources under the statute. In new or used reclaimers. - -.
GACT. The GACT is a balance between  hoth cases, the capital cost of the Acrordingly, the NESHAP has been

environmental, economic, and energy  transfer machine system is & “sank’™ revised to define & dry-to-dry machine
impacts the Administratox considers  cost that has been incurred and Is not used with a reclaimer as a transfer
reasonable. The incremental cost of a factor in the analysis. machine system. In addition, the.
requiring @ new dry-to-dry machineover  This “suxk” cost makes the analysis - NESHAP does not allow clothing .

a new transfor machine system with a of replacing existing transfor machine transfer emissiaons to occur between the

. room enclosure at a typical new area - systems quite different from that of - washing and the drying step of the dry
source is agproximately $600 peryear.  banning or prohibiting mew transfer cleaning cyele for & new transfer
The EPA does not believe that the machine systems. For existing transfer  machine system. This requirement -
additional costs of ing anew ~  machinessystems, the cost of replacing  effectively bans or prohibits new
. drp-to-dry machine ovex ng a the existing systemyis the full costofa transfor machine systems. B also
new transfer machine system with & nev dry-to-dry machine. Fos a new " effectively bans or prohibits the use of
room enclosure would deterentry (ar system, the cost of banning or new roclzimers with mew or existing

" expansiam) fote the dry cleaning market. prohibiting the system isthe difference  dry-to-dry machinres, because adding &
?fxgbusiness vantnmdxrsymhh and . i{n cost between & new transfer machine  reclaimerte # new orar exfstfng dry-
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to-dry machine creates a new transfer -
machine system.

6. Vapor Barriers

In addition to room enclosures, some
commenters requested that vapor
barriers be required to prevent seepage
of PCE to adjacent apartments. It was
also suggested that dry cleaning
facilities located in close proximity to
residential buildings or food service
establishments be required to have
vapor barriers on all floors, walls, and
ceilings to separate the dry cleaning -
facility from other areas in the building
and to deter migration of PCE emissions.

Installing vapor barriers to proevent
seepage of PCE emissions into adjacent
living or working areas merely contains
the emissions in the dry cleaning
facility. Installing vapor barriers céuld -
lead to elevated PCE concentrations in
the work areas and public areas of the
dry cleaning facility, resulting in
increased worker and public exposure at
the dry cleaner. Vapor barriers could . °
also be very expensive for a dry cleaning
owner or operator to install. Estimates
indicate that installation of a vapor
barrier in a 30 by 50 by 20 foot
cleaning facility would cost
approximately $6,500. Based on
available information, vapor barriers are -
considered unreasonable for a national
standard due to their high cost and their
failure to control-or reduce PCE - -
emissions, - - . .. ... 7 -

‘The Administrator agrees with the
concerns exprassed by mény
commenters about the potential impact
of fugitive emissions. As mention
- earlier, to address these concerns, the
final NESHAP requires control of
fugitive emissions by leak detection and
repair. As a result, the NESHAP will -
- significantly reduce fugitive PCE
emissions from all dry cleaning

- facilities... ..

In a few cases, local agencies may find
situations where they believe the use of
vapor barriers may be warranted, such
.as the situation of a very large dry '
cleaning establishment without
adequate ventilation located in an
apartment complex. Cases such as this
are best handled on a site-specific basis’
at the local level. C
. 7.Dry Cleaning Ventilation
Requirements -
dryCoxlnmanters reé:&mmended includinig1
cleaning ventilation requirements

_ the final NESHAP. Specific dry cleaner
exhaust or ventilation requirements -
were recommended, such as adopting
the National Fire Protection Association -
(NFPA) Stendard 32 for dry cleaning
plants (1990 edition). This would
require an air change within the dry

'&W as vantilattihon systems.’
. The HAP requires the . : : p
- implementation of a leak detection and regarding poor operation and .
‘repair program, to control fugitive PCE
: subslt?;st‘igl'h mnc:fons Lin L‘;%vfh_mf’? -for an owner or operator to properly
" emissions at dry cleaning facilities. -

1. qui_toxfing'Control Devices

cleaning piant every 5 minutes. In test, therefore, would create a significant
addition, commenters recommended impact by almost doubling the cost that
that all dry cleaning machines installa  the NESHAP would impose.

ventilation system capable of - : The economic analysis conducted - -
maintaining a minimum air velocity of  prior to proposal indicated that many
0.6 meters per second (100 feet per operators will likely experience

minute) through the loading door of the  difficulty in cbtaining capital to

. dry cleaning machine' whenever the purchase emission control ec[uipment.

door is open. To preclude unreasonable economic
Ventilationrequirements in and of ~ -impacts, the NESHAP does not require

themselves would not reduce fugitive vent controls on existing sources with

emissions. From the perspective of the  an annual PCE consumption of less than

NESHAP, the EPA believes it is more 530 liters (140 gallons) per year for

appropriate to focus on theuseof . facilities with dry-to-dry machines or
equipment or techniques that prevents 760 liters (200 gallons) per year for
or controls emissions rather than to facilities with transfer machine systems. -
focus on ventilation requirements that:  Imposing additional costs by requiring a
merely divert, rather than reduce, - . -fledged performance testto -
emissions, - - determine compliance would add

If dry cleaning plant ventilation significantly to the economic impact of

systems were installed and the resulting the NESHAP and would result in raising
exhaust routed through a control device, - the low solvent consumption exemption

-such as a carbon adsorber, this would - levels for existing sources and decrease

reduce fugitive emissions; however, it the emission reductions achieved by the

%uém?gﬂotgfl o:ﬁﬁsggﬁg: - Several commenters believed that the

dry cleaning plant ventilation NESHAP should include emission

. requiremients. On the other hand, the © - limitations and performance testing for

SHAP .. carbon adsorbers. They believed that an
{:qlsaning 132;: gzg)m%dry .emission limit for carbon adsorbers is -

ventilation systems. Moreover, where - DeCESsary because operating

‘local authorities consider a ventilation ~ requirements alone are not enough.

system necessary, the NESHAP does not .Exanlxgées were cited of carbon -~ -

: ~ P ur adsorbers with damaged prefilters or
prevent or hinder local authorities in 1 » ~ .
: . oo aking dampers drastically reducing
any way from requiring additional - emission control efficiency.
" . The concerns of the commenters

maintenance of equipment are well
founded. There is, howevaer, incentive

_ operate and maintain dry cleaning
R emission control equipment. Having
C. Monitoring and Equivalency " - invested what for most dry cleaning
facilities will be a substantial sum of
e ‘ .. money in this equipment, properly .
Many commenters stated that the " operating and maintaining it will

'NESHAP should contain sonie type of = provide some retuin in terms of

emission limit and performance testing. * recovered PCE. Proper operation and -
They asserted that requiring the dry _“maintenance will result in lower PCE
cleaning owner or operator to install consumption and reduce the dry

certain equipment and follow work .cleaner’s operating costs attributable to

. practices without a performance test - PCE purchases. :

will not necessarily reduce emissions. .Beyond this economic incentive,

. The commenters felt the only way to however, the final NESHAP requires the
ensure emission reductionswasto . - owner or operator to follow the
establish ax;;l enforce an emission limit - eq;i:}:Eent manufacturer’s
through performance testing. specifications regarding proper

As di d in the proposal operation and maintenance of

preamble, the cost of requiring an owner equipment. In addition, the NESHAP

or operator to undertake a full-fledged . requires the owner or operatorto

performance test to demonstrate =~ maintain a log containing information

compliance with emission limits based.  on the proper operation and :

on the use of a refrigerated condenser or ' maintenance of control devices.

a carbon adsorber would be expensive To help dry cleaners determine that

($3,000 to $5,000), especially compared  the control devices are operating

to the cost of this emission control properly, periodic monitoring is also
ipment ($6,000 to $8,000). The required in the final NESHAP. If the

additionel cost of such a performance  control device used to achieve
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complisnce is @ refrigerated condenser,
the owner or operstor is d to
measure the tem; of the vapor
stream through the refrigerated
condenser: Foi refrigerated condensers
used with transfer machine system
washers, the tamperature on: the inlet
side and outlet side of the refrigerated
condenser must be meastired. For
refrigeratad condensers used with
- transfer machine system dryers or
reclaimers, or dry-to-dry machines, the
temperature of the exhaust gas stream -
exiting the refrigerated condenser must -
be measured. Measurements must be
taken once per week at the end of the
cool down cycle prior ta door apening.-
Records af this temperatura
measurement must be kept in alog
maintained onsite.
If the control device used ta achiave
-complianca is a carben adsorber, the
owner ar operatar is required ta
measure the PCE concentration at the -
exit of the carbon adsarber.
Measurements must be taken once per
week during the last aerdtion cycla pnm'
to a scheduled desarption using a
colorimetric detector tube. Records must
be kept in a log (maintained on site} of
the date and PCE cancentration
- measured using the colonmetnc
detector tube. N
The NESHAP requires that copies of
the equipment manufacturer's operation .
and maintenance specifications he
reteined onsite. All of the sbave
Tequirements will ensure proper
‘operation and maintenance of
equipment and will alse ensure this
equlpment achieves the emission:
cantrol pe!ﬁmanth is capable of

bltmvingfn&)rmnﬁanmxétbe
submitted:

a. Diagrams, as appropriate,
Hlustrating the emtssion controt
technelogy or spstem, ity m and

Jntegmhou o or fonretion 'tk dry-to-
o d i oreadx of th
systems during portion e
normal dry clearring cycle.

b. Information q_uanufymg vanted PCE

emissions from the dry-to-dry machines

or transfer machine systerns during each

portion of the dry demmgcpl’awﬂb
and without the vse of the candidate

emission control technology or systemr.
c. Informatior on: sulvexi‘ty mileage
achieved with and without the
candidate emission control techrrology.
Solvent mileage fs the average weight of
' ame;:!es cleaned pervol‘mue ofPEE
s _
& Identification of maintenance -
requirements and perameters to monitor
to ensure proper operation and = -

mamfenance ’
of why this submﬁted
inﬁymmuon is considered accurate and

andlang;form rformence of the .
candxdatemmntml technology
onthespeczﬁcdrydemmgsystm

examined.
£. Explanation ofwhythn mﬁn'mnﬁon
can be e t;; dry cleaning
systems other thar specxﬁc
system(s} examined.
g. Information on the cross-media

impacts {to water and solid waste} of the -

candidate emissionr  teckmology
and demonstratiorr that the cross-media

" impacts are less ther orequal ta the:

_cross-media impacts of 2 raﬁ-xgemted
condenser. )

‘ & " 3. Delegation of Authomy to Datemmm.

2. Determmngq_mvaIency v.Eqmvalgncy
Guidancs was requested | Concern was expzsssed some

i‘gléft &Ba efth information must be commenters that States wamby mat

: uded witlt any request fors’ delegated authority in the proposaf to
determination of equivalency (i-e.. thlt detagme equivalency. Commmenters
the equipment a dry cloaner pro strongly oppesed Iimtmg the authority
use is equivafent to that hyths for approving eltemative control -
NESHAP). Information wasrequested equipment and procedures propesed by
on ths and duration of emission individual dry sources tothe .
datz nesded and the method for EPA slone. It was believed thatthe -
dstermining the control efficiency of the EPA’s retention of this delegation of
particular technology. " authority would negatively impact the -

- Ris difficult to specify what
informationr must be submitted fora
dstermination: of equivalency without

ing some defails of the emission
contro} technology or system for whlch
tdh: determination is
cription of this ofmﬁ)rmatmn
must bebroad mdgsgxearal in nature tor
accommodate all pessibilities. It is
possible, however, to be more specific

regarding some requirements and: the.
final NESHAP specifies that the

_ operating permit process. The emplmasis
in comments was that States rmust retain .

the right totakeappmpnateuctinnsto
emission

pri et protect pubﬁcheakh within
strategies ta
their jurisdictions.

The EPA agrees that Staeasahoul'&bo
sllowed to implement effective emission
strategies to protect public heelth within
their j ictions. In some cases, States
may feel it is necessary to fmglamem

more pratective air poflutior contro

in residences located sbove dry

measures than thase  {rr matformal
Th Edff&malm that

e agrees p’ru'usxons
hmxt‘mgtbomtbmty tothe EPA alona
farmal fodgments regarding
equivalency of dxﬂerent ggmnt tor
control PCE etmssfons';gﬂ same or
better performance than the cemtrol
eqmpmentrequm&bytheNESHAPm
not warranted bacause sectior 112(1) of
the Act would aflow a State to request
approvel of & State’s program that

penmtsamureutomkpermmnto

u -

- use an alternative means of erxission

limitation ander section 222¢L)€3),
provided that the State demonstrated
thiat its progrem would be o fesy
stringent and that certain conditions
were met. Section 112(]} of the Act
authorizes States to submit programs ta

the Administrator for approval far

implem; and enforcing emission
standards. Sectionr 112{l) also goes on to

state that such programs may provide
for . as well as complete, :

delegation of the EPA ‘s suthorities end

responsibilities. The approval and
delegation process fs addressed i detail

in the EPA’s notice of proposed -
rulemaking: “A of State
Programs and Delegation of Federal
Authorities; Proposed Ruls,” publ‘xshed
on May 19, 1993, (55 FR 29296]. -

As a result, the hmiting the
" authority to fudge the
different equipment to the EPA has beer:

deleted from the finaf standards. Flaing
so, owever, does nat mean that these

- provisions will be “axtomatically™

delegated to States upon application. I
addition, delegating thesaappguvxmcns
will not prectude the EPA from
conmdermg petitions submitted by
various equipment suppliers or vendors
and making equivalency determmaﬁom

- o a natfonal level. .
D."Other Issues mdFolIav—aq: ta

Today’s Action

The NESHAP pmmu!gaﬁad in today’s
Federal Register will achieve significas

reductions in PCE emissions ffom new

and existing dry cleaning facilities.
There remain, however, several major
issuves associated with dry cleaning
facilities that merit farther attention.
These inchude: (1) Indoor air polfution
cleanio
facilities; and (gzy ;rmp;tlifnﬁm
resulting from cleaning ties.
These f: mgsues were brought to Fght
folowing p of the NESHAF by
the New York Study T aix
pollution) and the Cal:.fomia. Study
(groxmd water pollution].

1. New York Study

Fhe New York Study, performed by
the Stste of New York, is arr essessmen
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of indoor air pollution in residences
located above dry cleaners, Many States
and environmental groups referred to
this study in their public comments on
" the NESHAP, and several commenters
submitted copies of the study as
attachments to their comments, They
believed that the study shows that the
risk to public health from exposure to

PCE emissions from dr{;:leaners is
_significant and should be targeted for

regulation. They mentioned that,

although the Act does not specifically
address indoor air gollutiqn. indoor air
emissions eventually become ambient -
air emissions. : ’

The New York Study focuses on dry
cleaners located in Albany, New Yark.
All'102 dry cleaners listed in the Albany
telephone directory were contacted. Of

- these 102 dry-cleaners, 67 cleaned or
pressed clothes on the premises. OF
these 67, 6 had occupied residences
above them.

_The levels of PCE in the indoor and
outdoor sir at residences located above
the 6 dry cleaners were measured over
& 24-hour period. Identical
measurements were taken at the same
time at 6 control residences lacated at
~ least 100 meters (330 feet) away from

each dry cleaner. The control residences

_were solected based on their similarity
to the study residences in terms of
building type, age, and neighborhood.

The study found indoor air
concentrations of PCE ranging from 100
to 55,000 micrograms per cubic meter
{mcg/3) {15 to 8,000 parts per billion
{ppb)] in the 6 residences lacated sbhove
dry cleaners, The cancer risk estimate
associated with these levels, based on
.the EPA's unit cancer risk estimate for -
PCE and lifetime exposure, is 1 in

. 100,000 to 1 in 100 (10~5t0 10-2).

Cantrol residences had indoor air PCE

concentrations ranging from 6 to 100
- meg/m3 (1 to 15 ppb). The cancer risk

‘associated with these levelsis1in
-1,000,000 to.1.in 100,000 (10-¢to
.10-3). S . - S0

The New York study indicates that
PCE emissions can accumulate in
residences lacated above dry clesning
facilities, resulting in increased public

- exposure to PCE. While not definitive,
in the EPA's opinioh, based on various
observations included in the New York

" . study, the major contributor to the

elevated PCE levels measured in the

.residences located above these dry

.cleaners seems to ba fugitive emissions, -
2. California Well Investigation Program

The California Well Investigation
Program is an assessment of ground .
water contamination undertaken by the

State of California. The study contends
- that PCE contaminated discharges into

sewer lines l:iy dry cleaning facilities has
contaminated ground water in several
areas. - o

The California Study focuses on wells
in the Central Valley Region, which
supply drinking water to municipal
water systems. Water drawn from 215
out of some 2,000 wells tested-contained
detectable levels of PCE. Of these 215
wells, water drawn from 47 wells
contained levels of PCE above the
maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 5
parts per billion (ppb) in the National
Revised Primary Drinking Water '
Regulations. S ’

-Soil gas surveys and ground water
movement around 21 of the 47 wells
with levels of PCE above the MCL
indicate the source of PCE
contamination in these wells to have
originated from sewer lines. In 20 out of
these 21 wells, dry cleaning facilities
were identified as the sole users of PCE
connected to the sewer lines. Soil gas
surveys along the main sewer lines
downstream from sewer laterals
connecting the dry cleaners to the main
sewer lines also showed relatively high
concentrations of PCE.-As a result, the
study concludes that dry cleaning
facilities are the source of the observed
PCE contamination, .

Recovery of PCE for reuse within the
dry clesning process generates. _
wastewater contaminated with PCE,

. Most of the PCE contained in this

wastewater is recovered in a water
separator. Water from the water
separator, however, is routinely -
discharged to the sewer at many dry
cleaning facilities. Separator water
generally contains about 150 ppm of
PCE; but it may contain as much as 30"
percent PCE, if the water separator is
poorly operated. - '
- ‘Dry cleaning machines that use a
refrigerated condenser for process vent
control generate about 190 liters (50

gallons) per year of separator water;
. those with no

rocess vent-control
generate even less. Dry cleaning

process vent control, on the other hand,
generate ahout 7,600 liters (2,000
gallons) per year of separator water—40
times that gensrated by a refrigerated
condenser. . . . '

. The California study concludes that

- PCE discharged to sewers from dry

cleaning facilities can contaminate
ground water. Whether the primary
source of PCE discharged to sewers by
dry clsaning facilities is the result of

leaking equipinent, accidental spills, or

PCE contaminated wastewater generated "

by dry cleaning or that generated by
emission control equipment installed to
control process vent emissions,
however, is unclear. .

The use of carbon adsorbers for
process vent control significantly adds
to the amount of PCE contaminated .

- wastewater generated by dry cleaning

facilities. While not conclusive, this
suggests the use of carbon adsorbers for
process vent control may be a primary
contributor to ground water pollution
resulting from dry cleaning facilities.
3. Follow-up to Taaay’g Action

The EPA believes, based on
information received to date, that PCE

contamination of indoor air and ground
water may present problems that

. warrant additional Federal actions. The
EPA considered seeking an extension of

the court deadline for the final rule to
deal fully with these issues. This course
of action, however, would have
postponed the healthand -
environmental benefits of the rule for an
extended period of time. The EPA
determined that the best environmental
protection would be achieved by issuing

-today’s rule as expeditiously as

Eossible. and deciding subsequently

ow to address rémaining inegoor air

pollution and ground water -

contamination associated with PCE dry

cleaners. o ’ "
Today'’s rule, while targeted primarily

at reducing PCE contamination of

- outdoor air, may reduce indoor air,

contamination in some locations

through requirements reducing fugitive

_ and process vent emissions from

cleaners. In addition, the rule requires
uncontrolled machines to be controlled

. ‘with refrigerated condensers, which will

minimize generation of wastewater and
solid waste. - N :

-In order to gain additional insight and
undetstanding into the issues of indoor

- "air pollution and ground water

pollution assaciated with dry cleaning
facilities, the EPA will convene a public

- meeting (see Public Meeting under.
‘ADDRESSES at the beginning of this

preamble). The objsctive of this public

~ . meeting will be to gather additional
machines that use a carbon adsorber for - information and solicit public comment

‘on the magnitude and severity of the

problems highlighted by the New York
and the California studies and potential

_solutions or approaches for dealingwith
“these problems: Copies of the New York

and California studies are included in
Docket No.-A-88~11 (sée Docket under
ADDRESSES). (The New York Study is
Dacket No. A-88~11, Item No. IV-D-5
with additional information in Item No.

‘IV-J-40; the California Study is also
_ part of Item No. IV-J-40.) The EPA also

would like to be informed of other
studies conducted by States (or others)
that address the relative efficiency of
carbon adsorbers and refrigerated

- condensers, and their impact on air
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emissions. Anyone wishing to speak
and make presentations at the public
meeting and/or wishing to submit
written comments, please see the-
section Public Meeting under
ADDRESSES at the beginning of this
preamble. . ; '

The EPA will use the information
received from the public meeting, as
well as written comments, in deciding
whether additional actions should be
taken to reducs health and

~ environmental risks from dry cleaners.
The EPA will, at a minimum, publish
end distribute the information presented
at the piblic meeting. The EPA may
then use this information to develop
guidance for States and local agencies;
and/or develop additional regulations.
At the meeting, the EPA will explore the
desirability and feasibility of using a
regulatory negotiation or other ‘
consensus-building approach to address
these issues. .

With respect to indoor air pollution,
the EPA specifically requests States and
the public to provide their views and
any available information on:

- a. Thé number of dry cleaners co-
located in buildings with residences or
businesses,_ . '

b. The extent and severity of indoor
air contamination with PCE from dry
cleaners, and the adequacy of existing
data on this problem. .

- ¢. The extent and severity of PCE
contamination of fatty foods in
residences, restaurants, and food stores
" that are co-located with or located near
‘dry cleaners. @~ .

d. The extent to which PCE indoor air
contamination results from fugitive
emissions or process vent emissions.

" o. The amount of fugitive emissions

. from different types of dry cleaning

machines, and from the various pieces
of ancillary squipment associated with
the dry cleaning process. -

- f. Methods for reducing PCE
contamination of indoor air, including
but not limited to:

(1) Improved maintenance involving
the use of instruments to inspect dry
cleaning equipment for leaks of PCE.

(2) Increased room ventilation and/or
" ducting of emissions outdoors.

.{3) Collection of steam press
- emissions. ~
~ (4) The use of vapor barriers.

(5) Improved training of dry cleaning
workers, or other information.
dissemination activities. ‘

(6) A phaseout of existing transfer
machine systems (today’s rule
effectively bans new transfer machine
systems but does not limit the period of
time that existing transfer machine .
systems can remain in service).

_ Ima

(7) Other strategies, control
technologies, and pollution prevention
methods that can reduce fugitive
emissions, especially at small dry

-cleaners.

g. The extent to which evaporators are
in use, and their impact on air quality
as well as wastewater contamination. _

h. The relative performance of vented
versus ventless machines in reducing
PCE emissions.

1. The relative effectiveness, cost, and
affordability of the available options, as
well as key advantages and drawbacks,
including information on:

(1) The aconomiclzat?g?é:t ofa .

irement to repla ing carbon
mrs with reﬁ'igemtedsgggdensers.

{2) The economic impact of a
requirement to replace existing transfer
chines with dry-to-dry equipment.

§. The appropriate Federal role in
encouraging or requiring steps to reduce
PCE contamination of indoor.air. - 4

k. The proposition that the EPA
should voluntarily conduct a residual
risk analysis for area source-dry
cleaners, es well as a statutorily
mandated risk analysis for major

* sources, to assess remaining health and

environmental risks after installation of
MACT and GACT technology. (Based on
the results of this analysis, the EPA
could assess whethér mare stringent,

health-based standards are warranted).

L Examination of coin-operated dry
cleaners exempt from this NESHAP to
evaluate their potential contribution to

- indoor air pollation.

m. Evaluation of appro;iriate operator
training and certification methods.
‘With respect to ground water

" contamination and solid waste
. generation by dry

cably roqueets that Sates and th
specifically requests that States and the
public provide their views and any

. available information én: -

(1) The extent and severity of
contamination of ground water with

PCE from dry cleaners, and the degree

. “of health threat posed by this

contamination; .

(2) The relative contribution of
wastewater discharges, accidental spills,
equipment leaks, and izsn;fmper
hazardous waste dispasal to this ground

- - water contamination;

{3) Costs of treating well water
contaminated with PCE to make it safe
for drinking, and the costs and I
feasibility of cleaning up ground water
contaminated with PCE; )

(4) The degree of solid or hazardous
waste generation associated with the
prevention/control technologies,
information on how these wastes are

-managed and their environmental

impact.

(5) Potential measures to prevent or
minimize further contamination of -
ground water with PCE, including but
not limited to: : A

(a) Use of wastewater evaporators by
dr%rb ;:leaners. 1 xen] _ ¢

Required replacement of existin
carbon adsorbers used for process-vengt
control with refrigerated condensers,
perhaps through a gradual phaseout. .
{The EPA particularly solicits comment
on how the EPA could use its legal
authorities to require a gradual
phaseout, the environmental benefits of
a phaseout, and the economic feasibility

- of potential phase-out schedules);

(c) Improved maintenance of dry -
cleaning equipment through improved
training of dry cleaning workers or other
information dissemination activities;

- (d) Encoursgement of emerging PCE

. emission control technologies that use

adsorption but do not generate
wastewater because regeneration is -
performed through heat desorption

rather than steam stripping;

(e) Spill prevention and control
measures; ,
(f} A ban or limit on the discharge of

‘PCE-contaminated wastewater to. -

sewers; S ,

"(g) Disposal of dry cleaner wastewater
at hazardous waste facilities;

(h) The practical use of dry cleaner
wastewater in boilers; and -

{i) The relative effectiveness, costs,

. and affordability of the available

options, as well as key advantages and

" drawbacks. .

(6) The appropriate Federal role in
encouraging or requiring steps to reduce
the threat of ground water - s
contamination from dry cleaners. -

‘While examining these issues, the

_ EPA, as part of its Design for the
" Environment (DfE) program is -

investigating potential substitutes for
PCE in dry cleaning and developing an
incentive program to encourage all dry
cleaners to use control measures and
waork practices that minimize health and
environmental risks. . -
‘The DfE program, which is operated
by the EPA’s Office of Pollution
Prevention and Toxics, fosters :
cooperative study on a voluntary basis
with businesses and trade associations

. in specific industries to evaluate the

risks, performance, and costs of
alternative chemicals, processes, and
technologies. The DfE program is ;
currently evaluating a variety of

- alternatives to the current use of PCE in

cleaning, as well ag emission contrc
8

" technologies for dry cleaning

equipment, through its Cleaner .
Technologies Substitute Assessment
(CTSA).
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As part of the CTSA, the DfE program
.n conjunction with the Neighborhood
Cleaners Association (NCA), the
International Fabricare Institute (IFT),
and a commercial vendor, conducted a
4-week study to test the economic
feasibility and 1 aspects of a
potential altemative wet-Cleaning -
procsss that does not use PCE. The
alternative process primarily uses steam
cleaning, spotting, tumble drying, soaps,
and limited amounts of water to clean
clothes. The EPA expects to releass the
results of the study in Fall 1993 and will
address whether there may be
circumstances under which wet-
cleaning may be technically and
economically feasible. :

. In addition to evaluating the wet-
cleaning process, the DfE Dry Cleaning
Project is assessing other pollution
prevention and control options. The
analysis will include evaluation of
environmental and human health risks,
and the performance and costs of
various prevention and control
technologies. This assessment, which is
expected to be completed in Spring
1994, will provide the dry cleaning
industry with valusble infarmation
when considering options for -
compliancs, risk on, and
pollution prevention.

For information onthe Design for the
Environment Dry Cloaning Project
contact Jean E. (Libby) Parker, EPA,
Office of Pollution Prevention and
Toxics, mail code TS-779, 401 M Street,

SW., Washington, DC 20460, telephone

number (202) 260-0880. .

As part of the EPA’s focus on
pollution prevention at this time, the
Administrator strongly encourages those
dry cleaners currently using carbon
adsorbers far E‘xgﬂy process vent
- control to replace them with refrigerated
condensers as early as ible.

While the EPA conducts follow-up
-activities related to dry cleansrs, the
EPA notes that there are opportunities
for State end local government to take
action as well. For example, State and
local governments may wish to :
investigate whether indoor air or ground
water in their jurisdictions is being
Choaning, Ifa Stats o loca govesams

eaning. If a State or nt
-finds an indoor eir pollution problem,
for example, the government may wish
to considar whether collocation of a dry
cleaner in the same building with
residences is appropriate. :

V. Administrative Requirements
A. Docket

" The docl:atisﬁnm’ganimdand
complete file of all the information
considersd by EPA in the development

of this rulemaking. The docket is a
dynamic file, since material is added.
throughout the i ,
development. The dacketing system is
intended to allow membsrs of the public
end industries involved to readily
:gentify anm documents sa ?ilat
ey can effacti perticipate in the
rulemaking process. Along with the
statemnent of basis and of the
proposed and promulgatez standards
and the EPA’s respanses to significant
oomme?ots. themgiam:ya wmmis.
except for int % i
will f.fm as the record in case of
judicial review (saction 307(d}{7)(A)).
B. Paperwork Reduction Act _
Informatian collection requirements
given in this re have bean
“appraved by the Office of Management -
and Budgst (OMB) under the pravisions
of the Paperwark Reduction Act of 1980,
44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. and have been
assigned OMB control number 2060~
0234. - N o .
- This collection of information is
estimated to have a public reporting

" burden averaging 3.2 hours ﬁer .
responss, and to 49 hours per
recordkeeper annually. This estimate
includes time for reviewing -

- instructions, searching existing data
sources, gathering and maintaining the
data needed, and campleting and

-reviewing the collaction of information. .
_-In an Information Collection Request
Action Notice dated June 5, 1932, OMB
disappraved two of the information
collection provisions for the PCE Dry
Cleaning NESHAP. Tha first was the
weekly records of Jeak detection end
repair, and the second was the 5-year
record retention periad. Thie OMB
-questioned whether these provisions .
represented the least burdensome

approach necessary to attain the goal of

. the standards. These concems are’ - |
addressed balow. -~ .’ -
" With respect to the weekly
- detection and repair: The capture and
reuse of PCE Is the goal of the NESHAP.
To the extent that there are fugitive
emissions fram leaks into the dry
cleaning facility, the smrrounding
. businesses, and the environment, the
goal of the NESHAP cannot be attained.
- Leak detection is especially crucial for
. dry cleaning establislmments located in
mixed-use buildings, where fugitive
PCE emissions-tend to migrate into and
build up in adjoining residences, ’
restaurants, banks, and shops. (This is
the conclusion of the New York Study:
which became available after the rule
was proposed on December 9, 1991.)°
Leaks result from unequal pressure in
the system, and are also a function of
the age, construction, and design of the

system. A simple periodic inspection of
the dry cleaning facility will alert the
owner ar operator of any leaks. The
leaks can then be repaired on a timely . -
basis, both meeting the goals of the
NESHAP and saving the owner and
operator the cost of replacing the PCE

_ otherwisa lost through leaks in the

system. Therefore, frequent pericdic
inspections at all facilities are needed to
ensure that the goal of the NESHAP is
attained. However, to address concerns
for those existing facilities with ennual
receipts below §75,000, these facilities
are required to perform leak detection
on a biweekly, rather than a weekly,

18, - .
. With respect to the sscond issue, the

'5-year retention period for records: The

types of records required to be kept
require very little storage space and are
of great practical utility for purposes of
determining compliance and following
through with any necessary enforcement
action. The recordkeeping required is so
minimal that the records for a 5-year
periad litsrally could be kept in one
notebook. The usefulness of the 5-year
record retention gariod for the EPA
results from the fact that dry cleaning
facilities are so numerous and the EPA’s

. inspection and sudit resources so

limited that inspections of any given
facility will, of necessity, be rare.

Congress recognized this, and granted a

-§-year statute of limitatians for

NESHAP. A record retention period of
less than § years would prevent the EPA

" from enforcing its reg.dah‘ons for fawer
as specifically

years than Congress _
mandated. The retention of records over

- §.years also allows the EPA to establish
-a sourca’s history and patterns of
" compliance for purpoeses of determining

the appropriste level of enforcement
action. In many cases, the additional
information could bensfit the source. -
. Send comments regarding the burden
estimate or any ather aspect of this -

- collection of information, including
- suggestions for reducing this burden to

Chief, Information Policy Branch (PM-
223Y); U.S. Environmental Protection -
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington;
DC 20460; and to the Officeof =
Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management aad Budgat.
Was on, DG 20503, marked
“Attention: Desk Officer for EPA.”

C. Executive Order 12291

Under Executive Order (E.O.] 12291,
the EPA is required to judge whether a
regulation is a “major rule” and -
therefore subject to the requiraments of
a regulatory impact analysis (RIA). The
criteria set forth in section 1 of E.O.
12291 for determining whether a
regulation is a major rule are as follows:
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(1) The rule is likely to have an annual
effect on the economy of $100 million
or more; (2) the rule is likely to cause

a major increase in costs or prices for
consumers, irfdividual industries,
Federal, State,:or local governments, or
geographic regions; or (3) the rule is
likely to result in significant adverse
effects on competition, employment,
investment, preductivity, innovation, or
on the ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete with foreign-

. based enterprises in domestic or export
markets. :

This promulgated regulation is not a
major rule because it would result in
none of the adverse effects mentioned
above. The total annual cost is estimated
to be less than $14 million a-year, far
below the $100 million criterion set
forth in E.O. 12291. The prices impacts
are estimated to range from 0.5 and 2.5
percent. The economic impact analysis
on the industry indicated that output
adjustments are about a 0.5 percent
decrease. These small market
adjustments indicate that no significant
adverse effects on competition,
employment, investment, productivity,
innovation, or international trade are
expected. Therefore, this regulation is
not subject to an RIA.

This promulgated rulemaking was
submitted to the OMB for review as
required under E.O. 12291.

D. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 601 et seq) requires the EPA to
consider potential impacts of
gmmulgated regulations on small

usiness “entities.” A regulatory
flexibility enalysis is required if
preliminary analysis indicates that a
promulgated regulation is expected to
have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.

Firms in the dry cleaning industry are
classified as small or large based on -
annual sales receipts. Commercial firms
are classified as small if they earn less
than $2.5 million per year. By this
definition, over 99 percent of .
commercial dry cleaning firms are smal
(U. S. Department of Commerce, 1990b).

The sconomic impacts of the
reguletory alternatives were analyzed

. based on consumption of PCE but
described in terms of dry cleaning

- revenues,

For the commercial area source
categories, the economic andlysis did
indicate that meny firms within the
class of sources with annual receipts of
less than $75,000 would be affected
significantly by the promulgated
standard. Below this annual receipt
level are found the very smallest family-
operated businesses with low annual

PCE consumption and few employees.
Due to economic considerations, onl
pollution prevention measures (i.e., leak
detection and repair) are required for

-this class of sources under GACT—no

process vent control is required.
For the class of sources with annual

- receipts of $75,000 or greater, the

economic impacts are much smaller.
Less thlan ze:iio n;:d clasures due to tl;(ei
romulgated regulation are projected.
'l;‘he analysis indicates that grm]s in
below-average financial condition may
face difficulty in obtaining the required
funds to purchase control equipment
from traditional loan sources, such as
banks. The analysis projects betwesn 0
and 830 firms will be in this category.

_These firms will either obtain other
*financing (vendor-aided, relatives,

gﬁgonal assets, etc.), close, or sell their
. For more detail see “Economic
Impact Analysis of Regulatary Controls

.in the Dry Cleaning Industry” (EPA—45/

3-91-021b) and *Dry Cleaning
Facilities—Background Information for
Promulgated Standards” (EPA—450/3—
91-020b). .

In summary, excluding irements
for process vent control for the class of
sources with annual gross receipts of
$75,000 or less drastically reduces the

" impacts on the commercial dry cleaning

sector.
E. Miscellaneous

Under the operating permit
regulations codified at 40 CFR part 70,
any source that is a major source under
the Act or any nonmajor source subject
to a standard under sections 111 or 112
of the Act must obtain an operating
permit. (See § 70.3(a)(1).) The part 70
regulations also provide that a State

‘may, at its discretion, defer all nonmajor

sources from the obligation to abtain a
part 70 permit until such time as the
EPA finishes a rulémaking regarding the
applicability of the part 70 to
nonmajor sources. Part 70 further
provides that, for nonmajor sources
subject to a future standard promulgated
under section 111 or 112, “* ® * the

. Administrator will determine whether

to exempt any or all such applicable. .
sources from the requirements to obtain
a part 70 permit at the time that the new

“standard is promulgated.” (See § 70.3(b)

(1) and (2).)

-Today’s final dry cleaning rule does
not exempt area source dry cleaners
from permitting requirements. The EPA
believes that permitting these nonmajor
sources will enhance the . .
implementation and enforcement of the
rule by clarifying how the rule applies
to a particular sourcs, and how relevant
parts of the to-be-promulgated general
provisions apply to dry cleaners. The

‘nonmalig squrces.

general provisions, which were
proposed in the Federal Register on
August 11, 1993 (58 FR 42760), are
generic requirements that sources
subject to section 112 standards must
mest. : )

However, under the existing
provisions of part 70, States may chaoose
to defer the obligation of all nonmajor

. sources to obtain a permit until the EPA

“completes a rulemaking to determine
how the program should be structured
for nonmajor sources and the
appropriateness of any permanent
exemptions ¢ ¢ *.” In promulgating
the permits rule, the EPA committed to
complete that rulemaking within 5 years
after the approval of the first State part
70 program that defers permitting of
.The EPA believes, for the same

reasons stated in the preamble to the
operating permits rule, that the benefits
to be gained from the permitting of
nonmajor sources subject to this rule arc
not likely to accrue during the early
stages of the permit program when
permitting authorities will be occupied
with the task of issuing permits to majo:
sources. Once this task is complete,
however, permitting autharities should
be able to process permits for nonmajor
sources subject to this ruleon a
relatively expedited basis. This
expedited review should be the case, iv
part, because of the presumptive
suitability of these sources for general
parmits. : i

. In accordance with section 117 of the

.Act, publication of these promulgated

standards was preceded by consultatic
with appropriate advisory committees,
independent experts, and Federal
departments and agencies.

- ‘This regulation will be reviewed 8
years from the dste of promulgation as

‘required by the'Act. This ppview will
. .include an assessment of such factors :
the need for integration with other

programs, the existence of alternative
methods, enforceability, improvement
in emission control techniology, an
reporting requirements.
List of Subjects =
40CFR Part9 o
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements. :

' 40 CFR Part 63

Air pollution control, _
Intergovernmental relations, Reportin
and recordkeeping requirements.

Dated: September 13, 1993.

Carol M. Browner,
Administrator, .

For the reasons set out in the

preamble, title 40, chapter I, of the Cc
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of Federal Regulations is amended as set
forth below:

PART 9—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 9
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 135 et seq., 136~136y;
15 U.S.C. 2001, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2601-2671;
21 U.S.C 3314, 3464, 348; 31 U.S.C. 9701; 33
U.S.C. 1251 et seq., 1311, 1313d, 1314, 1321,
1326, 1330, 1344, 1345(d) and (e), 1361; E.O.
11735, 38 FR 21243, 3 CFR, 19711975
Comp. p. 973; 42 U.S.C. 241, 242b, 243, 246,
300f, 300g, 300g-1, 300g-2, 300g-3, 3004,

dry cleaning facility that uses
perchlorosthylene, - .

(b} Each dry cleaning system that
commences construction or
reconstruction on or after December 9,
1991, shall be in compliance with the
provisions of this subpart beginning on
September 22, 1993 aor unmechataly ‘
upon startup, whichever is later, except
for dry cleaning complying
with section 112(i}{2} of the Clean Air

(c) Each dry cleaning system that
commenced construction or

300g-5, 300g~6, 300}-1, 300j-2, 300j-3, 300j~ reconstruction before December g, 1991,

4, 300j-9, 1857 et seq., 6301-6992k, 7401~
7671q, 7542, 96501-9657, 11023, 11048,

2. Section 9.1 is amended by adding

" anew entry to the table under the -

indicated heading toread as follows:

§9.1 OMB approvals under the Paperwork
Reduction Act.

[ ] * E ] - E ]
- OMB cort-
‘40 CFR citation trol No.

National Emission Standards for

Hazardous Alr Pollutants for

Source Categories
63.322-63.325 20600234
. ® '* L on *
PART 63—NATIONAL EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE
CATEGORIES '

3. The authority citation for part 63 -
continues to read as follows:

ity: 42 U.S.C. 7401, 7412, 7414,

. 74186, and7601. '

4. Part 63 is amended by addmg
subpart M to read as follows:

Subpart M—National Ferchlorosthylens Alr
Emission Standards for Dry Clesning
Facllitias

Sec.

63.320
63.321
63.322

Applicebility.

Definitions. .

Standards. .

Test methods and monitoring,

63.324 Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

63.325 Determination of equivalent
emission control technology.

Subpart M—~National '
Perchloroethytene Alr Emission
Standards for Dry Cleaning Facifities

§63.320 Appiicabliity.

(a} The provisions of this subpart
apply to the owner or operator of sach

shall com; gly with §§63.322(c), (d). (i),

(), k), (1), 63.323(d), and 63.324(a),
(b), (d)(1), (d)(2), (d)(3), (d}(4), and (e}
-beginning on Dacember 20, 1993, and
shall camply with other provisions of
this subpart by September 23, 1996.

(d) Edch existing dry-to-dry machine
- and its ancillary eqm'ﬁ:xent locatedina
dry cleaning facility that includes anly
dry-to-dry machines and each existing
transfer machins system and its
ancillary equipment, as well as sach
existing dly-to~dry mi.ﬁht;altfd and ltisry .
ancillary equipment, ina
cleaning g?:xhty that includesboth |
transfer machine systam(s) and dry-to-
dry machine{s) is exempt from .
§§63.322, 63.323, and 63.324, except
§§ 63.322(c), (d), (), (j), (k), (1), end {m),
63.323(d), and 63.324(a), (b), (d)(1), -
(d)(2), (d)(3), {d)(4), and (e} if the total
perchlorosthylene consumption of the
dry facility is less than 530
liters (140 gallons) per year.
Consumption is determined according

to §63.323(d)."

(e) Each existing transfor machine

system and its ancillary ammsnt
located in a dry cleaning ity that
. includes anly transfer machine

system(s) is exempt from §§ 63.322,
63.323, and 63.324, excapt §§ 63.322(c),
(d). 2. G}, (k), (1, and (m), 63.323(d),
end 63.324(a), (b), (d)(1), {d}(2), (dX3).
(d){4), and (e} if the perchlometh lene
consumption of the dry facility
is less than 760 liters (200 gallons) per
year. Consumption is determined

acoordmgtoﬁﬁs.aﬁ(d]
m cansnmptmn fadry
a ofa
facility determined according

edaning
to § 63.323(d) is initially less than the
amounts specified in paragraph (d) ar
(e) of this section, but later exceeds” -
. those amounts, this existing dry clesning
system(s) in the dry cleaning facitity-
must comply with §§83.322, 63.323,

and 63.324 by 180 calendar days from. -~

the date that the facility determines it
has exceeded the amounts specified, or
by September 23, 1896, whichever i is
later, ,

(g) A dry cleaning faczhty is a major
source if the facxhty emits or has the
potential to emit mox('e than 8.1
megagrams per year (10 tons per year)
of perchloroethylene to the atmosphers.
In lieu of measuring a facility’s potential
to emit pemhlomethylene emissions or
determinin &1& facility’s potential to emit
perchloroethylene emissions, a

g facility is a major source 1f'

(1) It includes only dry-to-dry

machine(s) and has a total yearly -
perchloroethylene consumption greater

than 8,000 liters (2,100 gallons) as

determined according to §63.323(d); or

(2) It includes only transfer machine
system(s) or both dry-to-dry machine(s)
and transfer machine system(s} and has
a total yearly perchloroethylene -
consumption greater than 6,800 liters
(1,800 gallons] as determmed accordmg
to § 63.323(d).

(h) A dry cleaning facility is an area
source if it does not meet the conditions

of F)aﬁga mﬁ) of th1s sectml_x ‘

perchloroethylene consumpuon ofadry

.cleaning facility determined according

to §63.323(d) is initially less than the
amounts specified in paragraph (g) of

- this section, but then exceeds those

amounts, the dry cleaning facility
becomes a major source and all
cleaning systems Jocated at that dry

.- cleaning facility must comply with the
" appropriate

ts for major
saurces under §§ 63.322, 63.323, and
63.324 by 180 calendar days from the
date that the facility datenmnes ithas -
exceeded the amount s ed, or by
Se )t?:lllber 23, 19£)Ged drt;hglver is later.
coin-operat eaning
machmes are exompt from the

- requirements of this subpart.

§63.321  Dafinitions. .

-Administrator means the :
-Administratar of the United States -~
Environmental Protection Agency or his
or her antharized re ive (e.g., &
Stata that has been the
authority to implement the provisions of
this part). ..

- Ancillary equipment means the
equipment used with a dry cleaning
machine in a dry cleaning system
inclu but not limited to, emission
control davices, pumps, filters, muck
cookers, stills, solvent tanks, solvent
containers, water separators, exhaust
dampers, diverter valves, -
intexconnechng piping, hoses, a.nd
duACt;;cla’ clnﬂnng,

mesan ents.
textiles, fabrics, lpather goods and the
like, that are dry cleaned.
- Area source means any

ylene dry c.leanmg facility
that meets the conditions of § 63.320(h).
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Biweekly means any 14-day period of
times

Carbon adsorber means.s bad of
activatad carbon: into whick an air- -
perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream is
routad and which adsorbs the
perchloroethylene an the carhon.

Coin-operated dry cleaning machine
means.a dry. machine.that is
operated by the customer (that is, the
customer places articlas into the
machine, turns the machine on, and -
removes articles from the machins).

Colorimetric detector tube means a
glass tube (sealed prior to use},
containing material impregnated with a
chemical that is sensitive to
perchloroethylene and is designed ta
measure the concentration of
perchloroethylene in air.

Construction, for purposes of this.
subpart, means the fabrication (onsite),
erection, or-installation of a dry clesning
system subject ta this:subpart. -

Desorption means regeneration of &
carbon adsorber hy removal of the
perchlarcethylene adsorbed on the
carbon.

Diverter valve means a flow control
_devu:e that prevents room air from

" passing through a refrigerated condenser
when the door of the-dry cleaning
machine is open.

Dry cleaning means the process of
cleaning articles using
perchloroethylene..

gry cIean;:fzg cycle maansry the washing
and drying of articles.in a dry-to-dry
machine or transfer machine system.

Dry cleaning facility means an
establishment with one ar more dry
cleaning systems.

Dry cleaning machine means a dry-to-
dry machine or each machine ofa.
transfer machine system.

* cleaning machine drum means
the perforated container inside the dry
cleanin machme that holds the articles
‘during

DzycIeamngsystem means a dry-to-
dry machine and its ancillary
-eqmpment or a transfer machine system
and its ancillary equipment.

Dryermeans a ine used to

Ym roethylene from articles
by tumbling them in a heated air stream
(see reclaimer).

ngut!og m:m:}ucl ne NTeAns & one-
machine eamin, aperauon in
which washmg and
performed i the same mchme

Exhaust damper means a flow control
device that prevents the air-
perchilo Tene gas-vapor stream
from exdting the dry cleaning machine
into & carbon edserber before room air
is drawn into-the dry cleanin, mncfnne

Existing means:co
construction or reconstmcmm befnre
December g, 1991.

"heating perchli

Filter means a porous:-device through
which pemhlomethyiene is passed to
remove contaminants:in nsion.
Examples include, but are not limited
to, lint filter (button trap), cartridge:
filter; tubular filter, regenerative filter,
gieﬁlter. polishing filter, and spin disc

ter

Heating coil means the device used to
heat the air stream circulated from the
dry cleaning machine drum, after
perchlorosthylene has been condensed
from the air stream and tefore the
stream reenters-the dry cIetmmg
machine drum. :

Major source means any dry cleening
facility that meets the conditions-of
§ 63.320(g).

Muck cooker means a device for
lene-laden waste
material to volatilize and recover
perchlorosthylene:

New means.commenced construction
or reconstruction on or after December
9,.1991. .

Perceptible leaks mean any

lene vapor or hqmd leaks
thz(\t ﬁ.ehgbﬁouif from: e
1 or perchloroethy ne;

(2) Visual observation, such as poals
or draplets. of liquid; or

(3) The detection of gas flow by
passing the fingers over the:surface of
equipment.

Perchlaroethylene consumption
means the total volums of :
perchloroethylene- based
upon purchase receipts or ather reliable
measures.

Reclaimer means a machine used to
remove perchlaroathylene from articles
by tumbling them in & heated: air stream
(see dryerd. '

Reconstruction, for purpases of this
subpart, miaans replacement of a washer,
dryer, or reclaimer;. m:mg!ncamant of
any components of a dry.
system to such an extent that the fixed
capital cost of the new components .
exceeds S0 percent of the fixed' eapxtal
cost that would be-requirsd to construct
a comparable-new source.

Refrigerated condenser means: & vapor
recovery systemr into which err sir-
perchloroethylene gas-vapor streant is
routed and the perchloroethylene-is
condensed by cosling the ges-vapor
stream,

Refrigerated condenser coil means the
coil containing the-chilled: liquid used
to cool end condense the
perchloroethylene. -

Responsible official means one of the
fallowing:

(1) Fora corporanon. A president,
secretary, treasurer, or vice president of
the corporetion in charge of & principal
business fonctian, or any other person
who performs similar-policy or

“existing dry

dacision-making functions. forths.
corporation, or a duly authorized
representative of person if the

representative is responsible for the
overall operation of one or more-dry
cleaning facilities;

(2) Fore pa.r!netsfnp - A general

artner;

(3) For a sole propristorship: The:
owner; or

(4) For a municipslity, State, Federal,
or otherpublic-agency: Either a
principal executive officer orranking
official. .

Boom enclosure means a stationary
structure that encloses a transfer
machine system, and is vented to a.
carbon adsorber or an equivalent control
device during operation of the. transfar
‘machine system.

Source, for purposes. of tlns subpart,
means each dry cleaning system.

Still means:any device used to
volatilize and recover perchloroethylens
from contaminated perchloroethylene.

Temperature sensor means a

. thermameter or thermacouple used to

measure temperatura, .

Transfer machine sysfem means a .
uquplemanhma dry cleaning
operation in which washing and drying
are performed in. differant machines.
Examples mc[uda But are not imited
to:

(1) A washer and. dryer(s}.

(2) A washer and reclaimer{s); ar

(3) A dry-to-dry machine and
reclaimer(s)..

Washer means a-machine. usad, ta
clean articles by immaersing them in
perchloroethylene. This mcIudes adry-
to-dry machine when used with a
reclaimer..

Water separator mesns. any davice
used to recover perchloroethylene from.

. & water-perchlorosthylene. mixture.

Year or Yearly means any consecutive
12-month petiad of time. .

§63.322. Standards.

{a) The.awner or operator of each

cleaning system shall

comply with either paragraph (a)(1) or

(a)(z) of this section and shall comply

with paragraph (a)(3) of this.séction if
licable:

f 1) Routs the am—pemhlmoathylane
gas-vapor stream contained within each
dry cleaning machine through a:
refrigarated candenser ox:aneqmvalent
control. device: .

(2) Route-the mr-perchloroethylem
gas-vapor stream contained within each
dry cleaning mechine: through a carhon
adsorber installed on the dry cleaning-
machine prior to September 22, 1993
" (3) €Contain the dry cleaning machine
inside & room enclosure if the dry
cleaning machine is a transfer machine
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system located at & major source. Each
room enclosure shall be: :

(i) Constructed of materials .
impermeable to perchlorosthylene; and

(Yi] Designed and operated to maintain
a negative pressure at each opening at
" all imes that the mathine is operating.

(b) The owner or operator of each new

cleaning system:

1) Shall route the air-
perchlorosthylene gas-vapor stream
contained within each dry cleaning
machine through a refrigerated
condenser or an equivalent control
device;

(2) Shall eliminate any emission of
perchloroethylene during the transfer of
articles between the washer and

er(s); and- -

3) Shall tiass the air- - .

perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream
from inside the dry cleaning machine
drum through a carbon adsorber or
equivalent control device immediately
before or as the door of the dry cleaning
machine is opened if the dry cleaning
machine is located at a major source.

(c) The owner or operator shall close
the door of each dry cleaning machine
immediately after transferring articles to
. or from the machine, and shall keep the

door closed at all other times.
*  (d) The owner or operator of each dry
cleaning system shall operate and
maintain the-system according to the
manufacturers’ specifications and
recommendations,

{e) Each refrigerated condenser used
for the purposes of complying with
paragraph (a) or (b) of this section and
installed on a dry-to-dry machine, dryer,
or reclaimer:

(1) Shall be operated to not vent or
release the air-perchloroethylene gas- -
vapor stream contained within the dry
cleaning machine to the atmosphere
while the dry cleaning machine drum is
rotating; - ]

(2) S?xall e monitored according to
§63.323{a)(1); and

(3) Shall be operated with a diverter
valve, which prevents air drawn into the
dry cleaning machine when the door of
the machine is open from passing
through the refrigerated condenser.

(f} Each refrigerated condenser used
for the purpose of complying with
. paragraph {a} of this section and
installed on a washer:

(1) Shall be operated to not vent the
air-perchlorosthylene gas-vapor
contained within the washer to the
atmosphere until the washer door is
opened; ’

. (2) Shall be monitored according to
§63.323(a)(2); and

(3) Shall not use the same refrigerated
condenser coil for the washer that is
used by a dry-to-dry machine, dryer, or
reclaimer.

(g) Each carbon adsorber used for the
purposes of complying with paragraphs
{a) or (b) of this section:

(1) Shall not be bypassed ta vent or
release any air-perchioroethylene gas-
vapor stream to the atmosphere at any
time; and : :

(2) Shall be monitored according to
the applicable requirements in § 63.323
(b) or {c). } .

(h) Each room enclosure used for the
purposes of complying with paragraph
{a)(3) of this section: | .

(1) Shall be operated to vent all air
from the room enclosure through a
carbon adsorber or an equivalent contro
device; and :

(2) Shall be equipped with a carbon
adsorber that is not the same carbon
adsorber used to comply with paragraph
(a)(2) or (b)(3) of this section. :

(i} The owrier or operator ofan
affected facility shall drain all cartridge
filters in their housing, or other sealed
container, for a minimum of 24 hours,
or shall treat such filters in an
equivalent manner, before removal from
the dry cleaning facility.

(j) The owner or operator of an
affected facility shall store all
perchlorosthylene and wastes that
contain perchlorosthylene in selvent
tanks or solvent containers with no
perceptible leaks. o
- (k) The owner or aperator of a dry
cleaning system shall inspect the
following components weekly for
perceptible leaks while the dry cleaning
system is operating: - T

(1) Hose and pipe connections,
fittings, couplings, and valves;

-(2) Door gaskets and seatings;

{3) Filter gaskets and seatings;

(4) Pumps;

(5) Solvent tanks and containers;

(6) Water separators;

- (7) Muck cookers;

(8) Stills; a

(9) Exhaust dampers;

{10) Diverter valves; and -

{11) Cartridge filter housings.

{1) The owner or operator of a dry
cleaning facility with a total facility
consumption below the applicable
consumption levels of § 63.320(d) or (e)
shall inspect the components listed in -
¥aragrap {k) of this section biweekly

or perceptible leaks while the dry

" cleaning system is operating.

{m) The owner or operator of a dry
cleaning system shall repair all
perceptible leaks detected under :
paragraph (k) of this section within 24
hours. If repair parts must be ordered,
either a written or verbal order for those
parts shall be initiated within 2 working
days of detecting such a leak. Such
repair parts shall be installed within 5
working days after receipt.

(n) If parameter values monitored
under paragraphs (e), (f], or (g) of this
section do not meet the values specified
in § 63.323(a), (b), or (c), adjustments or
repairs shall be made to the dry cleaning
system or control device to meet those
values. If repair parts must be ordered,
either a written or verbal order for such
perts shall be initiated within 2 working
days of detecting such a parameter
value. Such repair parts shall be
installed within 5 working days after
receipt. .. :

§63.323 Test methods ;md maonitoring.
(a) When a refrigerated condenser is

used to comply with § 63.322(a)(1) or

®)(1): ’

(1) The owner or operator shall

‘measure the temperature of the air-

perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream on
the outlet side of the refrigerated
condenser on a dry-to-dry-machine,
dryer, or reclaimer weekly with a
temperature sensor to determine if it is
equal to or less than 7.2 °C (45 °F). The
temperature sensor shall be used
according to the manufacturer’s
instructions and shall be designed to

' ‘measurs a temperature of 7.2.°C (45 °F)

to an accuracy of + 1.1 °C (12 °F).

(2) The owner or operator shall
calculate the difference between the
temperature of the air-perchloroethylene
gas-vapor stream entering the- .
refrigerated condenser on a washer and
the temperature of the air-
perchloroethylene gas-vapor stream
exiting the refrigerated condenser on the
washer weekly to determine that the
difference is greater than or equal to
111 °C (20 °F).

(i) Measursments of the inlet and

~ outlet streams shall be made with a

temperature sensor. Each temperature
sensor shall be used according to the
manufacturer’s instructions, and
designed to measure at least a
temperature range from 0 °C {32 °F) to
48.9 °C (120 °F) to an accuracy of £ 1.1
°C(+2°F). ’

(ii) The difference between the inlet
and outlet temperatures sha!l be -
calculated weeily from the measured .
values. Sl =

{b) When a carbon adsorber is used to
comply with §63.322(a)(2) or exhaust is
passed through a carbon adsorber
immediately upon machine deor
apening to comply with § 63.322(b}(3),
the owner or operator shall measure the
concentration of perchloroethylene in
the exhaust of the carbon adsorber
weekly with a colorimetric detector
tube, while the dry cleaning machine is
venting to that carbon adsorber at the
end of the last dry cleaning cycle prior
to desorption of that carbon adsorber to
determine that the perchlorosthylene
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concentration in-the exhaust is.equal to
or less than 100 parts per million by
volume. The awner or operator shall:

(1) Use a colorimatric detector tube
designed ta measure a concentration of
100 parts per million by valume of
parchlaroathylene in air to an accuracy
of + 25 parts per million by volums; and

{2) Use tha colorimetric detectar tube:
according to the manufacturer’s
instructions; and

{3) Provide a sampling port for .
momnitoring within the exhaust outlet 6f
the carbon adsorber that is easily
accessible and located at lsast 8 stack or
duct diameters downstream from any
flow disturbance such as a bend,

. expansion, contraction, or outlet;
downstream from no other inlst; and 2
stack or duct diameters upstream from
any flow disturbance such as.a bend,
expansion, contraction, inlet, or outlet.

(). If the air-perchloroethylene.gas-
vapor stream is passed through a carbon
adsorber prior to machine door opening
to comply with § 63.322(b)(3), the owner
or operator of an affected facility shail
measure the concentration of
perchloroethylene in the dry cleaning
machine drum at the end of the dry
cleaning cycle weekly with a
colorimetric detector tube to determine
that the perchloroethylene
concentration is equal to or less than
300 parts per million by volume. The
owner or operator shall: :

"(1) Use a colorimetric detector tube
designed to measure a concentration of
300 parts per million by volume of
perchlorosthylene in air to an accuracy
of £75 parts per million by volume; and

{2) Use the colorimetric dstector tube
according to the manufacturer's
instructions; and

{3) Conduct the weekly monitoring by
inserting the colorimetric detector tube
into the open space above the articles at
the rear of the dry cleaning machine
drum immediately upon opening the
dry cleaning machine doar.

{d) When calculating yearly
perchloroethylene consumption for the
purpose of demonstrating applicability
according to § 63.320, the owner or
operator shall perform the following
calculation on the first day of every
month: .

(1} Sum the vaolume of all
perchlorosthylene purchases made in
each of the previous 12 months, as
recorded in the log described in
§63.324(d)(1).

- (2) If no perchloroethylens purchases
were made in a given month, then the
perchlorosthylene consumption for that
month is zero gallons.

(3) The total sum calculated in
paragraph (d) of this'section is the

yearly pe.lghiamethylenecommpﬁnn
at the facility.

§63.324 Raparting and recordkeeping
requirements.

(a) Each owner or operator of a dry
cleaning facility shall submit an initial -
report signed by a responsible official
bafore a notary public certifying that the
information provided.in the initial
report is accurate and trus to the.
Administrator within 80 calendar days
after September 22, 1993, which
includes the following:

(1) The name and' agdmw of the
owner or operator;.

(2) The address (that is, physical
location) of the dry cleaning facility:

(3) A brief description of the-type of
each dry clesning machine at the dry
cleaning facility;

(4) Documentation as-described in
§63.323(d) of the: yearly

_ perchloroethylene- consumption at the.

dry-cleaning facility for the previous
year to demonstrate applicability
according to § 63.320; or an estimation
of perchloroethylene consumption for
the previous year to estimate
applicability with § 63.320; and

5) A description of the type of control
device(s) that will be used to achieve
compliance with §63.322 (a) or (b) and
whether the control device(s) is
currently in use or will be purchased.

{6) Documentation to demonstrate to
the Administrator’s satisfaction that
each room enclosure used to meet the
requirements of § 63 322(a)(3) meets the
requirements of § 63.322(a)(3) (i) and
(ii).

(b) Each owner or operator of a dry
cleaning facility shall submit a
statement signed by a respansible
official in the presence of a notary
public to the Administrator by
registered letter on or before the 30th
day following the compliance dates

specified in § 63.320 (b) or {(c), certifying -

the following: -

{1) The yearly perchlorosthylene
solvent consumption limit based upon
the yearly solvent consumption
calculated according to § 63.323(d);

(2) Whether or not they are in
compliance with each epplicable
requirement of § 63.322; and

3) All information contained in the
statement is accurate and true.
- (c) Each owner or operator of an area
source dry cleaning facility that exceeds
the solvent consumption limit certified
in paragraph {b) of this section shall
submit a statement signed by a
responsible official in the presence of a
notary public to the Administrator by
registered letter on or before the 30th
day following the compliance dates
specified in § 63.320(f) or (i), certifying
the following:

(1) The new yearly pecchloroethylans
salvent consumption limit based upon
the yearly salvent: ion.
calculated according to § 63.323(d);

(2) Whether ornottheyare in
compliance with each:applicable

uiremsnt of § 63.322; and
mz:)) Al information contained in the
statement is-accurate and true. .

(d) Each-owner oroperatorof a dry
cleaning facility shall keep receipts of
perchlarcethylene. purchases and a:log
of the following informationx and

- maintain such information. on site and
show it upom request for & period of 5.

ears:

y {1) The valume of perchloresthylens
purchased each month by the-dry
cleaning facility as.recorded. framr
perchloroethylene-purchasas; if mo:

-perchloroethylene is: purchased duoring &

given month then the ownar orapsrator
would enter zera gallons inta tha h:ﬁ

(2) The calculation and result of
yearly perchloroethylene consumption
determined on the first day of each
month as specified in § 63.323(d);

(3) The dates when the dry cleaning
system ‘components are inspected for
perceptible leaks, as specified in
§63.322(k} or (1), and the name or
location of dry cleaning system
components where perceptible leaks are
detected;

(4) The dates of repair and records of
written or verbal orders for repair parts
to demonstrate compliance with
§63.322(m) and (n);

(5) The date and temperature sensor
monitoring resulis, as specified in
§ 63.323 if a refrigerated condenssr is
used to comply with §63.322(a) or (b):

d -

an

(6} The date and colorimetric detector
tube monitoring results, as spaecified in
§63.323, if a carbon adsorber is used to
comply with § 63.322(a)(2) or (b)(3).

{e) Each owner or operator of a dry
cleaning facility shall retain onsite a
copy of the design specifications and
the operating manuals for each dry
cleaning system and each emission
control device located at the dry

- cleaning facility.
| §63.325 Determination of oqulv:hnt

emission control technology.

{a) Any person requesting that the use
of certain equipment or procedures be
considered equivalent to the
requirements under § 63.322 shall
collect, verify, and submit to the
Administratar the following informatior
to show that the alternative achieves
equivalent emission reductions:

(1) Diagrams, as appropriate,
illustrating the emission control
technology, its operation and integratio:
into or function with dry-to-dry
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machine(s) or transfer machine
system(s) and their ancillary equipment
during each portion of the normal dry
cleaning cycle; '

{2) In%ormation quantifying vented
perchloroethylene etnissions from the
dry-to-dry machine(s) or transfer
machine system(s) during each portion
of the dry cleaning cycle with and
without the use of the candidate
emission control technology;

(3) Information on solvent mileage
achieved with and without the
candidate emission control technology.
Solvent mileage is the average weight of
articles cleaned per volume of
perchloroethylene used. Solvent
mileage data must be of continuous
duration for at least 1 year under the
conditions of a typical dry cleaning
operation. This information on solvent -
mileage must be accompanied by
information on the design,
configuration, operation, and

maintenance of the specific dry cleaning
system from which the solvent mileage
information was obtained; . _

(4) 1dentification of maintenance
requirements and parameters to monitor
to ensure proper operation and-
maintenance of the candidate emission

-control technology;

(5) Explanation of why this
information is considered accurate and
representative of bath the short-term
and the long-term performancs of the
candidate emission control technology
on the specific dry cleaning system
examined; L

(6) Explanation of why this
information can or cannot be
extrapolated to dry cleaning systems
other than the specific system(s)
examined; and ' -

{(7) Information on the cross-media
impacts (to water and solid waste) of the
candidate emission control technology
and demonstration that the cross-media

.im;;act-s are less than or equal to the

cross-media impacts of a refrigerated
condenser. - L

(b) For the purppse of determining
equivalency to control equipment
required under § 63.322, the

Administrator will evaluate the petition
" to determine whether equivalent control

of perchloroethylene emissions has been

-adequately demonstrated.

(c) Where the Administrator
determines that certain equipment and
procedures may be equivalent, the

‘Administrator will publish a notice in

the Federal Register proposing to
consider this equipment or these
procedures as equivalent. After notice
and opportunity for public hearing, the
Administrator will publish the final
determination of equivalency in the
Federal Register.

{FR Doc. 93-23064 Filed 9-21-93; 8:45 am]
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